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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan, 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influence 
on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a single 
individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in an ongo- 
ing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest themes and 
values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study text for 
young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the historical 
trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its subject matter 
coming together with the student's questions, perplexities, and innovations to form a 
single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there is not one area that 
does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of Talmud is thus the gate 
through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 

worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a joy- 
ful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contributions. 
Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and for the 

design of its very complex graphic layout. Thanks of a different sort are owed to the 

Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, for their determina- 
tion and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the translators, 
editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks to the individuals 

and organizations that supported this project, chief among them the Matanel Founda- 
tion. And thanks in advance to all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds 

in studying these volumes — to learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5772 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of 
each individual.” Amongst so many others charitable activities, the Noés have been 
deeply involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with 
vital support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; 
they provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK; and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,’ providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think of a 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning amongst all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a phenomenon 
of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon are many, and include 
the availability of a wide array of translations, commentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud into mod- 
ern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product of a lifetime of intense 
intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its uniqueness. 


Like all translations, it is also a commentary. Rabbi Steinsaltz excels in his ability to 
weave helpful explanations into the text without compromising its integrity. He has 
also supplemented the translation with informational notes, providing the readers 
with essential context for a full understanding of the subtleties of each talmudic 
passage: biographies of talmudic personalities, explanations of unfamiliar Aramaic 
terms and concepts, definitions of words and phrases drawn from languages such as 
Greek, Latin, Arabic, and Persian, intricate details about the lifestyle and botany of 
talmudic times, as well as summaries of the practical halahkic conclusions that were 
drawn from each passage. 


In this masterful Hebrew translation, Rabbi Steinsaltz does not merely facilitate the 
task of the novice Talmud student. Rather, he provides the student with the skills to 
eventually study the text on his or her own, without resorting to the translation. In 
other words, he enables the transformation from novice to master. 


The Steinsaltz Hebrew translation of the Talmud is to be found on the shelves of 
synagogues and school libraries all over the world. It has received the appreciation of 
beginners and the acclaim of scholars. The former are grateful for having gained the 
expertise necessary for more advanced study; the latter are impressed by the clarity 
and intellectual tour de force of Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend the Hebrew, 
even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who wishes to access this 
instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Bavli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the answer to 
those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advisory staff, and 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been designated Editor-in- 
Chief of this important project, and to have worked in close collaboration with a team 
of translators and proofreaders, artists and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation that has all 
the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, and provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. 


This is the first volume of the project, tractate Berakhot. It includes the entire original 
text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed Vilna edition of the 
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Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text with the commentaries of 
Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also provides a clear English trans- 
lation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can focus 
their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the next 
unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task 
of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edi- 
tion, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier, 
and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and his gifted staff. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom I 
cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is sur- 
passed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation ofhis father’s 
precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


In both tractate Berakhot and in the first volume of tractate Shabbat, parallel disputes on 
the subject of educational philosophy are presented. In Berakhot (28a), Rabban Gam- 
liel’s exacting admission standards are defined: Any student whose inside is not like 
his outside, i.e., his thoughts and feelings are different from his conduct and character 
traits, will not enter the study hall. This approach is contrasted with the open approach 
of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. When Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya replaced Rabban Gamliel 
as the head of the yeshiva, the Gemara relates: They dismissed the guard at the door 
and permission was granted to the students to enter. Asa result, Abba Yosef ben Dostai 
and the Rabbis disputed this matter. One said: Four hundred benches were added to 
the study hall. And one said: Seven hundred benches were added to the study hall. 


In Shabbat (31a), the Gemara contrasts the approach of Shammai with the approach 

of Hillel. On more than one occasion, Shammai pushed away potential converts who 

raised problematic requests with the builder’s cubit in his hand. Hillel, through his 

forbearance, was able to see the person behind the problematic request and guide him 

into the world of Judaism. Three such converts gathered together and stated: Sham- 
mai’s impatience sought to drive us from the world; Hillel’s patience brought us under 
the wings of the Divine Presence. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to follow in the paths of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya and 
Hillel. Its user-friendly layout, together with its accessible translation, takes the Stein- 
saltz commentary on the Talmud one step further. It opens the doors to even more 
students who might have previously felt excluded from the exciting give and take of 
the study hall, enabling them to take their place as full-fledged participants in the 
world of Talmud study. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privilege 
and a pleasure. The Shefa Foundation, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel and 
devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi Adin 
Even-Israel (Steinsaltz), constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management in 
the able hands of Raphaél Freeman, constitutes the publishing side of this partnership. 
The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of Shefa, with the creativity 
and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and which I experience on a daily 
basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding quality in terms of both content 
and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the Editor- 
in-Chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the Senior Content Editor, cannot 
be overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. The erudite and articulate men and women who serve 
as translators, editors and proofreaders have ensured that this project adheres to the 
highest standards. 
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PREFACE BY THE EXECUTIVE EDITOR 


There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be overlooked. 
On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, Tsipora Ifrah, and Oria Tubul. 
On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan 
Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Eliyahu Misgav, Rabbi Yinon 
Chen, and Rabbi Carmiel Cohen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, is 
appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for introduc- 
ing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 
Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout Jewish 
history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on to succeeding 
generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz www created a revolution in the 
history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern Hebrew and then 
into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added to the text, have enabled 
millions of people around the world to access and master the complexity and context of the 


world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of the talmudic 
text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and breadth of his knowl- 
edge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and his reach into the world 
beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, but a 
great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi Steinsaltz 
sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and worldly), sharing 
his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am grateful for the unique 
opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many more years of writing and 
teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we seek to 
fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and graphically. Sec- 
ond, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both in print and electronic 
formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of study tools. And third, we seek 
to help readers advance in their process of Talmud study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset for great 
clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud has been added to 
both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing for a more fluent reading with 
the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the 
advice of many English-speaking teachers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages 
from the translation, thereby enabling the advanced student to approach the text without 
the distraction of the translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At 
bottom of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so that texts 
which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to their rightful place. 


e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the 
menukad Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and 
explanation (in a lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical para- 
graphs. This allows for a fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic 
reader. It also allows for the Hebrew reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where 
the original text features dialogue or poetry, the English text is laid out in a manner ap- 
propriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 
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e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing 
short biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from 
Greek, Latin, Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to 
the understanding of the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, 
astronomy, and aspects of daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the 
centuries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as 
the ruling’s close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in 
full color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi 
edition — to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pio- 
neered by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many 
colleagues are noted on the Acknowledgements page, and the leadership of this project has 
been exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the 
driving force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alli- 
ance with Koren and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’W, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project 
his profound knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western 
literature. It is to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and 
the logical manner in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of 
scholars, translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline enabled this 
project to proceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of 
the Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN, EDITOR OF KOREN, created this Talmud’s unique typographic design 
which, true to the Koren approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with 
the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this pub- 
lication will be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 
Jerusalem 5772 


INTRODUCTION BY THE PUBLISHER 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Introduction to Shabbat 


And God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it because on it He rested 
from all His work that God in creating had made. 


(Genesis 2:3) 


Six days shall you labor and do all your work. But the seventh day is 
Shabbat unto the Lord your God; you shall not do any manner of work, 
you, nor your son, nor your daughter, nor your manservant, nor your 
maidservant, nor your cattle, nor your stranger who is within your gates. 
For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is 
in them, and rested on the seventh day; therefore the Lord blessed the 
Shabbat day and hallowed it. 


(Exodus 20:9-11) 


Therefore, you shall keep the Shabbat, for it is holy unto you; every one 
that profanes it shall surely be put to death, for whoever does any work 
on it, that soul shall be cut off from among his people. 

(Exodus 31:14) 


Tf you turn away your foot because of the Shabbat, from pursuing your 
business on My holy day, and call the Shabbat a delight, the holy of the 
Lord honorable; and shall honor it, not doing your wonted ways, nor 
pursuing your business, nor speaking thereof. Then shall you delight 
yourself in the Lord, and I will make you to ride upon the high places 
of the earth, and I will feed you with the heritage of Jacob your father; 
for the mouth of the Lord has spoken it. 

(Isaiah 58:13-14) 
Thus said the Lord: Take heed for the sake of your souls, and bear no 
burden on the Shabbat day, nor bring it into the gates of Jerusalem. 

(Jeremiah 17:21) 
And if the peoples of the land bring ware or any food on the Shabbat day 
to sell, we would not buy from them on the Shabbat or on a holy day. 


(Nehemiah 10:32) 


Tractate Shabbat is the first and the largest tractate in the order of Moed. It deals with 
the halakhot of the most sacred day of all,’ Shabbat. 


Numerous halakhot, veritable mountains of halakhot,” are found among the mitzvot 
of Shabbat, both positive mitzvot and prohibitions. Included in these are mitzvot 
of biblical origin, those established by the Prophets, and many rabbinic decrees and 
ordinances. Shabbat has even been adorned with the aura of legend; it is a day of rest 
and sanctity, God’s gift to a treasured nation. 


There are numerous facets to Shabbat in halakha and aggada. However, one aspect 
is fundamental and central: Abstention from creative labor. The only way to achieve 
a proper grasp of Shabbat and its halakhot, ranging from Torah statutes to rabbinic 
ordinances and decrees issued throughout the generations, is by means of gaining 
an understanding of this fundamental principle. 
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The mitzva to abstain from labor and the prohibition to perform labor on Shabbat 
are both closely tied to the biblical depiction of the creation of the world and God’s 
own abstention from work on the seventh day. The Shabbat of the Jewish people is, 
in a sense, an extension and emulation of the Shabbat of the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, from which our Shabbat draws its spiritual foundations. On the seventh day, God 
abstained “from all His work that God in creating had made.” In the Torah, the Jewish 
people were explicitly commanded to abstain from engaging in the construction of 
the Tabernacle on Shabbat. 


There are two equally fundamental aspects to these activities that are essential to the 
comprehension of the concept of labor prohibited on Shabbat: They are both cre- 
ative acts of tangible labor and work done with prior intent. These two fundamental 
principles are captured in the following halakhic terminology: Planned, thoughtful, 
creative labor was prohibited by the Torah,? and: For all destructive acts, one is ex- 
empt.* The exceptions to the latter principle are those actions that are destructive in 
the short term, but in the long term are actually preparations for constructive acts 
that will follow. 


Labor on Shabbat is defined in this manner because of the aforementioned compari- 
son between our Shabbat and God’s Shabbat at the end of the creation of the universe. 
The degree of physical exertion expended to perform a particular action is not taken 
into consideration, nor does it matter whether or not the action produces results or 
brings profit to the worker, or whether it serves as the means of one’s livelihood. It is 
for this reason that even activities in which the amount of energy expended is mini- 
mal and which serve only for enjoyment, e.g., writing or kindling a fire, are prohibited 
by the Torah and constitute labor, i.e., creating a tangible result with prior intent. 


Most of the halakhot of Shabbat, which are comprised of thirty-nine primary cat- 
egories of prohibited labor and their subcategories, are the elaboration and detailed 
enumeration of these major principles in the definition of the various types of 
creative labor and the establishment of their parameters and limits. The ordinances 
and safeguards instituted by the Sages of blessed memory merely strengthen and 
reinforce the proper observance of Shabbat in practical terms. They determine how 
to refrain from prohibited labor and from any action that could potentially lead to 
performance of a prohibited labor. 


Among the thirty-nine primary categories of labor enumerated with regard to Shab- 
bat, there is only one that is anomalous, and its explication occupies a most significant 
place in the tractate of Shabbat: Carrying out an object from one domain to another. 
According to Torah law, it is prohibited to carry any object on Shabbat from the 
domain in which it is located to another domain. There is no element of physical 
exertion or toil involved in this labor, as one is liable even for carrying out minuscule 
objects. On the other hand, carrying out cannot be included in the category of truly 
creative labors either. In truth, this labor is in a category of its own, a distinct Torah 
law that underscores the nature of rest on Shabbat. 


The term shabbaton means cessation of the creative activities that characterize the six 
active days of the week. Shabbaton also means silence, rest, cessation of the motility 
and hustle-bustle of the weekdays, cessation of the connection between the private 
domain of the individual and the public domain, and the transformation of the public 
domain into an environment of quiescence and tranquility. So that the tranquility of 
Shabbat will be complete, the parameters of these realms are delineated in a manner 
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unique to Shabbat, unlike the definition of public and private domains in other areas 
of halakha, i.e., property law and the halakhot of ritual impurity. It is both prohibited 
to carry objects from one domain to another and to carry objects within the confines 
of the public domain. 


The subcategories and complex details of the prohibited labor of carrying out on 
Shabbat, along with the ordinances and decrees issued by the Sages to foster its obser- 
vance, constitute a significant portion of the halakhot contained in tractate Shabbat. 


Although the essence of Shabbat lies in the observance of its restfulness, which is 
manifested in the prohibitions against creative labor and carrying out from one do- 
main to another, there are also positive commandments involved in the observance 
of Shabbat, beyond the mitzva to sacrifice additional offerings in the Temple. These 
positive commandments are alluded to in the verse: “Remember the day of Shabbat 
to keep it holy.’> The practical fulfillment of this mitzva is multifaceted. It begins 
with the essential commandment of kiddush, sanctification of Shabbat over a cup of 
wine, along with the special liturgy and customs unique to Shabbat; and it extends 
to the reference to each weekday in terms of its relative distance from Shabbat. This 
mitzva also includes the ordinance of taking delight in Shabbat, consistent with the 
words of the prophet Isaiah. This is accomplished by the enjoyment that is added 
to the Shabbat meal, the kindling of the Shabbat lights, and all means of celebration 
that do not conflict with the basic tenets of Shabbat observance. 


According to the oral tradition transmitted through the generations, an entire frame- 
work of ordinances and safeguards, categorized under the rubric of shevut, was 
instituted in the days of the earliest Prophets to ensure proper Shabbat observance. 
Included in this framework is the decree against engaging in commerce on Shab- 
bat, already mentioned in the Bible. The institution of additional Shabbat domains 
originated long ago, along with the designation of additional areas in which the 
movement and transfer of objects is prohibited. The details of these ordinances are 
specified in tractate Eiruvin. 


Among the activities that fall into the category of shevut are both those prohibited 
due to their similarity to the prohibited acts of creative labor and those prohibited 
due to the concern that they might lead to the performance of a prohibited labor. 
The halakhot of set-aside [muktze], which prohibit the use of materials or utensils 
typically utilized in the performance of creative labor, fall into the category of shevut 
as well. The Sages also prohibited typical weekday activities, as it is inappropriate 
to engage in them on this sacred day. Therefore, tractate Shabbat is distinctive in its 
terminology. It distinguishes between liability and exemption by Torah law, between 
actions for whose performance one is exempt by Torah law but whose performance 
is prohibited by the Prophets and Sages, and actions that are expressly permitted. 


The halakhot of Shabbat in general, their fundamental principles and their details, 
and the elucidation of those halakhot that deviate from those principles, e.g., matters 
of life and death or circumcision on Shabbat, are all explained in the twenty-four 
chapters of tractate Shabbat. These twenty-four chapters are not arranged systemati- 
cally by subject matter, but rather are ordered based on association between similar 
matters and the chronology of the activities performed on Shabbat eve leading up 
to Shabbat and those performed on Shabbat. 


Chapter One, excluding its opening section, is mostly occupied with those matters 
with which a person must concern himself before Shabbat begins. The opening 
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section deals with carrying in and between the various Shabbat domains. There is 
also an extensive treatment of eighteen decrees issued by Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel with regard to matters of ritual impurity. 


Chapter Two discusses the kindling of the Shabbat lights and other preparations that 
must be performed just before Shabbat begins. 


Chapter Three deals with food items that may be left upon the fire as Shabbat begins 
and with the prohibited labor of cooking in general. That discussion concludes in 
the next chapter. 


Chapter Four is concerned with the laws of insulating hot liquids and foods on 


Shabbat. 


Chapter Five lists the harnesses and other gear that may or may not be left upon a 
domesticated animal, due to the concern that the animal may carry it out on Shabbat. 


Chapter Six continues that discussion by enumerating articles of clothing, acces- 
sories, and other items that people customarily carry upon their persons and the 
manner in which one may wear them on Shabbat. 


Chapter Seven includes the basis for the entire tractate. In it, the legal force of the 
various Shabbat prohibitions is explained, along with the list of the prohibited labors. 


Chapter Eight and subsequent chapters provide details about carrying out on Shab- 
bat, including discussions of the measures that determine liability for carrying out 
various substances and materials. 


Chapter Nine continues that discussion to a certain extent. However, most of the 
chapter is devoted to topics related conceptually, albeit not directly, to the rest of 
tractate Shabbat. 


Chapter Ten concludes the treatment of measures that determine liability for car- 
rying out. 

Chapter Eleven includes an exposition of the general principles of carrying out and 
two closely related activities, throwing and extending. 


Chapter Twelve elucidates the prohibited labors of building, plowing, and writing. 


Chapter Thirteen deals with the prohibited labors of weaving and sewing, as well as 
the other prohibited labors involved in the production of garments. In it, the pro- 
hibited labor of hunting is also discussed. 


Chapter Fourteen concludes the discussion of the creative labor of hunting and 
discusses additional actions prohibited by rabbinic decree. 


Chapter Fifteen discusses the prohibited labors of tying and untying knots, as well 
as similar actions that are permitted. 


Chapter Sixteen provides an explanation of what is permitted and what is prohibited 
to do in the case of a fire on Shabbat: Which objects may be carried out and which 
may be moved, and who can be enlisted to assist in these rescue activities? This 
discussion reaches general conclusions. 


Chapter Seventeen contains the primary analysis of the various categories of set- 
aside [muktze] objects. 


Chapter Eighteen deals with an issue that emerges from the analysis of the principle 
of set-aside. It elucidates actions that superficially resemble prohibited labors but 
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are nonetheless permitted due to necessity engendered by the arrival of guests, the 
suffering of living creatures, or considerations of human health. 


Chapter Nineteen presents a comprehensive discussion of one specific example of 
a prohibited labor permitted on Shabbat, circumcision. In the process, it discusses 
all of the halakhot of circumcision. 


Chapter Twenty addresses prohibitions due to deference to Shabbat or due to rab- 
binic decree, as well as actions that resemble prohibited labor but are permitted 
because they are essential or significant. In this chapter, certain actions similar to 
the prohibited labor of building are discussed, along with some prohibitions against 
moving certain objects. 


Chapter Twenty-one deals mainly with objects which may be moved on Shabbat. 


Chapter Twenty-two discusses actions that are not explicitly delineated as prohibited 
labor; some are subcategories of primary categories of prohibited labor, and some 
are permitted on Shabbat. 


Chapter Twenty-three clarifies halakhot associated with the prohibition against con- 
ducting commercial transactions on Shabbat and defines their parameters. 


Chapter Twenty-four deals with the principles governing the requirement to prevent 
one’s animals from engaging in prohibited labor, along with several diverse halakhot 
related to actions that the Sages permitted on Shabbat. 


NOTES 
1. See tractate Shabbat 113a. 


N 


. See tractate Hagiga 10a. 
. Tractate Beitza 13b. 
. Tractate Shabbat 105b. 


. Exodus 20:8. 
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Let every man remain where he is; let no man leave his place 
on the seventh day. 


(Exodus 16:29) 


Neither shall you carry out a burden from your houses on the 
Shabbat day, nor do any work, but you shall hallow the Shab- 
bat day, as I commanded your fathers. 


(Jeremiah 17:22) 


The primary focus of this chapter is on the various details of the prohibitions of car- 
rying out and moving objects on the Shabbat. 


The prohibited labor to carry out a burden on Shabbat is alluded to in the Torah and 
explicitly stated in the Prophets. Although it appears in the list of prohibited labors 
in the mishna, it constitutes its own discrete unit, and its parameters are significantly 
different from those of the other prohibited labors. 


There are two fundamental aspects to the prohibited labor of carrying out. The most 
significant of these is the prohibition to carry an object from one domain to another, 
e.g., from the private to the public domain. The definitions of these domains with 
regard to Shabbat are distinctive, and their parameters are by no means identical 
to the definitions of domains in other aspects of halakha, neither in terms of their 
ownership nor in terms of their use. 


There are four Shabbat domains: The private domain, the public domain, an interme- 
diate domain [ karmelit] whose precise definition will follow, and an exempt domain, 
which is a neutral domain within which carrying objects is not prohibited at all. 


Any area that is four handbreadths by four handbreadths and separated from its sur- 
roundings by ten handbreadths, either by a partition of that height that delimits it or 
because it stands on ground ten handbreadths higher or lower than its surroundings, 
is a private domain, even if legally it is publicly owned. The airspace of the private 
domain extends to the sky. 


An area that is a minimum of sixteen cubits wide and which the public, some say 
at least 600,000 people, use regularly is a public domain. The airspace of the public 
domain extends only ten handbreadths off the ground. 


To these domains, whose basis is in Torah law, the Sages added a third domain, the 
karmelit. A karmelit is defined as any place that is fit to be a private domain in terms 
ofits area, but is not surrounded by an enclosure or is not sufficiently removed from 
its surrounding area to be an actual private domain. In addition, an area that is large 
enough to be a public domain but is not frequented by the public, e.g., a field or a 
body of water, is also a karmelit. The Sages decreed that those areas have the legal 
status of a public domain by rabbinic law. 


An exempt domain is defined as a place that is set apart from its surroundings, has 
an area of less than four handbreadths by four handbreadths, and has airspace more 
than ten handbreadths above the public domain or karmelit. There is absolutely no 
prohibition against carrying or moving objects in that domain on Shabbat. 
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The other fundamental aspect of the prohibition to carry out is the prohibition to 
carry an object four cubits within a public domain. Carrying an object four cubits 
in a karmelit is prohibited by rabbinic law. 


One only violates the Torah prohibition to carry out on Shabbat if he lifts the object 
from one place and places it in another place. As is the case with regard to the other 
prohibited labors, one who performs this action intentionally is liable for the punish- 
ment of karet. If he does so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


Based upon these principles, the Mishna and Gemara discuss the prohibitions of 
carrying out on Shabbat, its parameters, and the safeguards decreed by the Sages. 
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The tractate opens with a discussion of the biblical prohibition of car- 
rying out on Shabbat, a topic that is somewhat unexpected, in order 
to pique the interest of the reader. In terms of the overall framework 
of the tractate, it would have been more appropriate to begin with 
later mishnayot. Carrying an object from a public domain to a private 
domain, or vice versa, violates a biblical prohibition. When the entire 
act is performed by a single individual, it is punishable by karet. The 
prohibited act consists of lifting an object in one domain and placing 
it in another. 


MI S H N A The acts of carrying out from a public domain into 


a private domain or vice versa, which are prohib- 
ited on Shabbat," are primarily two basic actions that comprise four 
cases from the perspective of a person inside a private domain, and two 
basic actions that comprise four cases from the perspective of a person 
outside," in a public domain. 


The mishna elaborates: How do these eight cases take place? In order to 
answer that question, the mishna cites cases involving a poor person and 
a homeowner. 


The poor person stands outside," in the public domain, and the home- 
owner stands inside, in the private domain. The poor person lifted an 
object in the public domain, extended his hand into the private domain, 
and placed the object into the hand of the homeowner. In that case, the 
poor person performed the prohibited labor of carrying from the public 
domain into the private domain in its entirety. Or, the poor person 
reached his hand into the private domain, took an item from the hand of 
the homeowner, and carried it out into the public domain. In that case, 
the poor person performed the prohibited labor of carrying out from the 
private domain into the public domain in its entirety. In both of these 
cases, because the poor person performed the prohibited labor in its 
entirety, he is liable and the homeowner is exempt. 


The mishna cites two additional cases. In these, the prohibited labor is 
performed by the homeowner, who is in the private domain: The home- 
owner lifted an item in the private domain, extended his hand into the 
public domain, and placed the object into the hand of the poor person. 
In that case, the homeowner performed the labor of carrying out from 
the private domain into the public domain in its entirety. Or, the home- 
owner reached his hand into the public domain, took an object from the 
hand of the poor person, and carried it into the private domain. In that 
case, the homeowner performed the labor of carrying from the public 
domain into the private domain in its entirety. In both of those cases, 
because the homeowner performed the prohibited labor in its entirety, 
he is liable and the poor person is exempt. 


There are four additional cases where neither the homeowner nor the poor 
person performed the labor in its entirety, and therefore neither is liable: 
The poor person extended his hand into the private domain and either 
the homeowner took an object from his hand and placed it in the private 
domain or the homeowner placed an object into the hand of the poor 
person, and the poor person carried the object out into the public do- 
main. In those cases and the two that follow, the act of transferring the 
object from one domain to another was performed jointly by two people, 
the poor person and the homeowner. Because each performed only part 
of the prohibited labor, both of them are exempt. 


So too, in a case where the homeowner extended his hand into the 
public domain and, either the poor person took an object from the 
homeowner's hand and placed it in the public domain or the poor person 
placed an object into the homeowner's hand and the homeowner carried 
the object into the private domain. Because each performed only part of 
the prohibited labor, both of them are exempt. 


NOTES 
The acts of carrying out on Shabbat - nawn nines”: 
Several reasons were given for the fact that the trac- 
tate opens specifically with the prohibited labor of 
carrying out from domain to domain (see Tosafot). 
Some explained that the reason is because the 
tractate, in general, is ordered chronologically and 
begins with a discussion of matters prohibited im- 
mediately when Shabbat begins. One of the matters 
that requires immediate attention is the prohibition 
of carrying out, and therefore it was necessary to 
cite this halakha first (Rabbeinu Tam; Ran; Rashba). 
Others explained that since the matter of carrying 
out is derived from the verse, “A man should not go 
out of his place” (Exodus 16:29), which is mentioned 
in the Torah prior to the rest of the prohibited labors 
of Shabbat, the Sages introduced it earlier in the 
Mishna (Penei Yehoshua). 


v 


Inside...outside — ¥173...0393: Some explain that 
the term inside is from the perspective of the object, 
which is taken inside. Accordingly, the continuation 
is clear as, indeed, the mishna cites an example of 
carrying an object into the private domain (Ramban). 


The poor person stands outside, etc. - miy Y7 
“131 yana: It is surprising that the mishna did not cite 
the simplest case of transferring an object from one 
domain to another, i.e., a person walking from the pri- 
vate domain to the public domain with an object in 
his hand. Since the mishna’s intent was to underscore 
the innovative aspects of this halakha, it cited a more 
complex case involving one standing in one domain 
who performed a prohibited labor in another domain 
and is, nevertheless, liable (7ziyyun LeNefesh Hayya). 


HALAKHA 


The acts of carrying out on Shabbat, etc. — mixyy? 

"21 Naw: By Torah law, one who lifts an object in the 

public domain and places it in the private domain or 

vice versa is liable. If he lifted the object and someone 

else placed it in the other domain, both are exempt 

by Torah law but prohibited to do so by rabbinic law. 
Even in a case where the passive participant did not 

perform a prohibited labor at all, i.e., if the one who 

carried the object out placed it in the hand of the 

receiver, or if the object was in the hand of the giver 

and the receiver took it from his hand without his 

assistance, although he is passive, he violates a pro- 
hibition. Although one of them performed the entire 

labor himself, the other violates the prohibition: “Be- 
fore a blind person do not place a stumbling block” 
(Leviticus 19:14), since the active participant could 

not have performed the transgression without the 

collaboration of the other (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 12:9 and 13:2, 7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 

Hayyim 347:1). 
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NOTES 


The mishna teaches the primary categories and it teaches 

the subcategories — nitin ay niaga: Primary catego- 
ries and subcategories appear in various areas. In each area, 
problems arise with regard to the precise nature of the rela- 
ionship between the primary categories and the subcatego- 
ries. The general understanding is that primary categories are 

hose written explicitly in the Torah and subcategories are 

he conclusions drawn from and fences constructed around 

he primary categories. However, in some cases, there is no 

halakhic distinction between a primary category and its 

subcategory. In those cases specifically, problems arise with 

regard to the definition of primary category and its implica- 
ions. See Chapter Seven in this tractate and the beginning 

of tractate Bava Kamma. 
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GEMARA We learned in our mishna: The acts of car- 


rying out on Shabbat are two that comprise 
four. Similarly, we learned in the mishna there, in tractate Shevuot: 
Oaths on a statement, which, when violated, render one liable to 
bring a sin-offering are two that comprise four. The first two cases, 
which are mentioned explicitly in the Torah, are: One who swore 
that he would perform a specific action in the future and one who 
swore to refrain from performing said action. Based on an amplifica- 
tion in the language of the Torah, two more cases are added: One 
who swore that he performed a specific action in the past and one 
who swore that he did not perform said action. 


Similarly, with regard to awareness of ritual impurity, there are two 
cases that comprise four. It is prohibited for one who is ritually 
impure to enter the Temple or to consume a consecrated item. 
However, one who unwittingly violates this serious prohibition is 
obligated to bring a sacrifice for his transgression only if he was 
clearly aware of his ritually impure status both before committing 
the transgression and thereafter. The two cases of unwitting trans- 
gression in this area are: One who was aware and then forgot that 
he is ritually impure, and then either ate consecrated meat or en- 
tered the Temple, and subsequently recalled that he was ritually 
impure. Two additional cases are: One who was aware of his ritu- 
ally impure status but was unaware that the food he was about to 
eat was consecrated and ate it, or he was unaware that he was about 
to enter the Temple and entered it. 


Signs of affliction by leprosy are two that comprise four. The 
Torah (Leviticus 13) mentions two types of signs of affliction with 
regard to leprosy, baheret and se’et. Two additional, secondary signs 
of affliction were added. They are not as white as those delineated 
in the Torah. Consequently, there are derivatives of both baheret 
and se’et. 


The mishna in Shevuot also mentions that the acts of carrying out 
on Shabbat are two basic actions that comprise four. 


The Gemara asks: What is different here that our mishna teaches: 

Two that comprise four inside and two that comprise four out- 
side, and what is different there, in tractate Shevuot, that the mish- 
na teaches with regard to transfers on Shabbat: Two that comprise 

four, and nothing more? 


The Gemara answers: Here, in tractate Shabbat, which contains the 
primary discussion of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches 
the primary categories of labor that are prohibited on Shabbat, 
including carrying out from the private to the public domain, and 
it teaches the subcategories of labor that are prohibited on Shab- 
bat, including carrying from the public into the private domain. But 
there, in tractate Shevuot, which does not contain the primary 
discussion of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches the 
primary categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat but does not 
teach the subcategories of labor. 


The Gemara asks: What are the primary categories of labor prohib- 
ited on Shabbat? They are acts of carrying out from the private 
domain to the public domain. However, the Gemara objects: The 
acts of carrying out are only two in number: There is the case of 
the homeowner who takes an object out of the private domain and 
places it in the hand of the poor person in the public domain and 
the case of a poor person who takes an object from the homeowner’s 
hand in the private domain and takes it out into the public domain. 
What are the two additional cases referred to by the phrase: Two 
that comprise four, in tractate Shevuot? 
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And if you say that the mishna in tractate Shevuot enumerates all four 
cases of carrying out, among them those for which there is liability 
and among them those for which there is exemption, including those 
mentioned in the second half of our mishna in which each individual 
performs only half of the prohibited labor, that is not feasible. The 
mishna in Shevuot teaches the prohibition of carrying out on Shabbat 
parallel to the signs of affliction by leprosy. Just as there, with regard 
to leprosy, all four of them are cases for which there is liability, so too, 
here, with regard to Shabbat, all four of them are cases for which there 
is liability. 

Rather, Rav Pappa said" that the difference between the manner in 
which the halakha is cited in tractates Shevuot and Shabbat must be 
understood as follows: Here, where it contains the primary discussion 
of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches both cases of liability 
and cases of exemption, meaning cases of carrying out for which one 
is liable by Torah law as well as those for which one is exempt by Torah 
law. However, there, where it does not contain the primary discussion 
of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches cases of liability but 
does not teach cases of exemption. 


The Gemara asks: What are the cases of liability? They are acts of 
carrying out from the private domain to the public domain. The 
Gemara objects on the grounds that there are only two acts of carry- 
ing out: Carrying out while standing inside and carrying out while 
standing outside. What is the meaning of the phrase in Shevuot: Which 
comprise four? The Gemara answers: It is possible to arrive at a total 
of four. Cases of carrying in from the public domain to the private 
domain are also enumerated in tractate Shevuot. Consequently, there 
are two cases of carrying out and two cases of carrying in. 


The Gemara objects: In Shevuot, the phrase: Acts of carrying out, is 
taught in the mishna, not acts of carrying in. Rav Ashi said: The 
tanna in Shevuot also refers to carrying in as carrying out. 


From where do I know this? From that which we learned in a mish- 
na: One who carries out an object from one domain to another" is 
liable. Are we not also dealing with a case where he is carrying it in 
from the public domain to the private domain, and nevertheless the 
mishna characterizes it as carrying out? 


And what is the reason that the term carrying out is used to refer to 
an act of carrying in? The tanna characterizes any act that involves 
lifting of an object from its place and transferring it to another do- 
main as carrying out. Carrying out does not refer only to carrying an 
object out from one’s house. Rather, it is a general depiction of moving 
an object from the domain in which it is located into another domain. 


Ravina said: Our mishna is also precise, and its language leads us to 
the same conclusion, as the expression: Acts of carrying out on Shab- 
bat, was taught in our mishna, yet immediately a case of carrying in 
is articulated. The first case listed in our mishna involves the poor 
person placing an object into the hand of the homeowner, which is a 
case of carrying in from the public to the private domain. The Ge- 
mara notes: Indeed, conclude from this that the term carrying out 
also refers to carrying in. 


Rava said: The language of the mishnayot poses no difficulty. The 
tanna in both of these mishnayot did not teach: Acts of carrying out on 
Shabbat. Rather, he taught: Domains" of Shabbat. The correct version 
of the mishna is: The domains of Shabbat are two that comprise four, 
and, according to this tanna, there are four instances of prohibited 
labor in these two domains, inside and outside. 


Rav Mattana said to Abaye: The mishna speaks of two that comprise 
four inside and two that comprise four outside, for a total of eight. Yet 
there is a difficulty: Are these eight cases? They are twelve. Upon 
closer inspection, in the four cases in the latter part of the mishna, the 
homeowner and the poor person each performs an individual action 
contributing to the overall prohibited labor of carrying in or carrying 
out. Consequently, there are four actions in the first part of the mish- 
na and eight actions in the second part. 


NOTES 

Rather, Rav Pappa said, etc. — 3) K233 31 12% XYY: 
Apparently, according to his opinion, there is no distinc- 
tion between the prohibited labor of carrying out and 
the prohibited labor of carrying in, as both are considered 
the same prohibited labor and not a primary category 
and a subcategory respectively (Ramban). According 
to his opinion, there is no distinction, even linguistically, 
between carrying in and carrying out (Rabbi Betzalel 
Ronsburg). 


One who carries out from one domain to another — 
mod mw ya wy ian: If the language of carrying out was 

reserved exclusively for carrying in one direction and 

not the other direction, it would have been necessary 

for the mishna in Chapter Seven to say: One who carries 

out from the private domain to the public domain. Since 

it says: From domain to domain, apparently it does not 
distinguish between domains. Rather, every transfer from 

domain to domain is considered carrying out (Ritva). 


He taught: Domains — 2mp ninw: Some explain that 
Rava did not actually emend the text. Rather, he reinter- 
preted the word yetziot in the mishna. Rather than inter- 
pret it in its standard sense, i.e., going out, he interpreted 
it in the sense of domain, as in the word from the same 
root, totzeotav, which appears in the Torah (Numbers 34:4) 
and means its domains (Rashba). 
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NOTES 

Exempt in the halakhot of Shabbat — naw 1373 19: The com- 
mentaries explain that the general principle which states that 
all exemptions of Shabbat are exempt from punishment but 
prohibited does not apply universally. Essentially, it applies spe- 
cifically to the laws of the prohibited labors of Shabbat, but not 
to all halakhot mentioned in the tractate (Ramban). Not all of the 
exceptions were enumerated, as in certain cases of full-fledged 
exemption with regard to several prohibited labors, the ruling is 
not based on the fundamental definition of that labor but on the 
overriding principle of saving a life (Ritva). 


The tally of prohibited labors in the mishna - mioxban jawn 
mwa: The expression: Exempt acts where one could come 
through their performance to incur liability to bring a sin-offering, 
is not unequivocal and has various interpretations. According to 
Rashi and Rabbeinu Hananel, only acts of lifting are enumerated 
in the mishna. Others explain that the reference is specifically to 
acts of placing (Ramban). Others hold that it refers to actions in 
which the object is transferred from one domain to the other, 
whether by means of placing or by means of carrying out (Rab- 
beinu Zerahya HaLevi; Rashba; Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 

Exempt and permitted - 5v3) WWE: One who performs the 
act is exempt from punishment, as the act is permitted from the 
perspective of the halakhot of Shabbat. However, it is prohibited 
to do so by the Torah law: “Before a blind person do not place a 
stumbling block” (Leviticus 19:14). Even if the transgressor could 
have transgressed without the help of another, it is forbidden 
by rabbinic law to help him, as it was incumbent upon him to 
prevent the transgressor from violating the prohibition (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 347:1). 
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Abaye responded: According to your reasoning, they are six- 
teen actions, as even in the first part of our mishna, the one who 
receives the object and the one who places the object each 
participates in the performance ofa prohibited action. Therefore, 
there are a total of sixteen actions. 


Rav Mattana said to Abaye: That is not difficult, as granted, 


the first section of the mishna speaks of cases in which the one 

performing the actions is exempt from punishment" by Torah 

law, and even by rabbinic law he is ab initio permitted" to per- 
form those actions. When the poor person or homeowner nei- 
ther lifted nor placed the object, i.e., the object was placed into 

or removed from their hands by others, their role is insignificant. 
Therefore, it was not taught in the mishna, and those cases were 

not factored into the total number of acts of carrying from do- 
main to domain. However, with regard to the latter section of 
the mishna, where the person performing those actions is ex- 
empt by Torah law, but his actions are prohibited by rabbinic 

law, it is difficult. Since the Sages prohibited those actions, they 
should be included in the total in the mishna, which should be 

twelve, not eight. 


Incidentally, the Gemara wonders: Is there, in all the halakhot 
of Shabbat, an act for which the mishna deems one exempt 
and the act is permitted? Didn’t Shmuel say: With regard to 
all exempt rulings in the halakhot of Shabbat, although one 
who performs the action is exempt by Torah law, his action is 
prohibited by rabbinic law. This applies to all cases except for 
these three cases for which one is exempt and he is permitted 
to perform the action: Trapping a deer, where he does not 
actually trap it, rather he sits in the entrance of a house that a 
deer had previously entered on its own, preventing its exit; and 
trapping a poisonous snake because of the danger that it 
poses; and one who drains an abscess, meaning one who 
lances the boil of pus and drains the liquid from it. If so, the 
cases in the first section of our mishna, where the ruling is 
exempt, must be understood as exempt but prohibited. 


The Gemara answers: In these cases, too, the ruling is: Exempt 
and permitted. When, though, was it necessary for Shmuel to 
cite specific cases as exempt and permitted? It was necessary in 
exempt cases where he performs a defined action. However, 
there are many exempt cases where he does not perform an 
action, which are completely permitted. 


The Gemara returns to Rav Mattana’s question: In any case, 
there are twelve actions that should have been enumerated in 
the mishna. The Gemara answers: The mishna took into con- 
sideration cases of exempt acts where the one who performed 
them could come, through their performance, to incur liabil- 
ity to bring a sin-offering. The mishna did not take into con- 
sideration cases of exempt acts where the one who performed 
them could not come, through their performance, to incur li- 
ability to bring a sin-offering.’ Here, only the instances where 
one lifts an object from its place are taken into consideration. 
Having lifted an object, if he continued, he could potentially 
incur liability to bring a sin-offering. Under no circumstances 
can one who merely places an object come to violate a more 
serious prohibition. 
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The Gemara asks about the mishna itself: In the latter section of the 
mishna, instances in which they are both exempt are enumerated. 
However, wasn’t a prohibited labor performed between the two of 
them? Since together they performed an act prohibited by a severe 
Torah prohibition, how is it possible that their partnership will result 
in both being exempt? The Gemara answers that it was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: It is written: “And if one soul 
sins unwittingly from the people of the land when he does it, one of 
the laws of God that should not be done and he is responsible” (Le- 
viticus 4:27). The verse’s emphasis on the words “when he does it” 
means: One who does all of it, i.e., the entire transgression, is liable 
and not one who does part of it. Therefore, an individual, and he 
performed an action in its entirety, is liable. However, two people, 
and they performed an action together, are not liable, as each one 
performed only part of the action. The Gemara comments: It was also 
stated in support of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion: Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Gamda said: Amidst a discussion of these matters, it emanated 
from the group" of Sages and they said: From the verse’s emphasis 
on “when he does it” it is derived: An individual who performed it 
is liable. However, two who performed it are not liable. 


Rav raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: One whom 
another person loaded with food and drink on his backin the private 
domain on Shabbat, and he carried them out while they were still on 
his back, what is the halakha with regard to the prohibition of carry- 
ing out on Shabbat? Clearly, one who lifts an object with his hand in 
the private domain, and carries it out into the public domain is liable, 
as he performed the complete act of carrying out. However, in the 
case of one who is laden with an object; is moving his body" from its 
place in the private domain considered like lifting the object itself 
from its place? In that case, he would be liable. Or, perhaps it is not 
considered like lifting the object from its place, and therefore he 
would not be liable. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: He is liable, 
and it is not similar to the halakha of one who had an object placed 
in his hand and carried it out to the public domain, with regard to 
which we learned in the mishna that he is not liable by Torah law. 
What is the reason for the distinction between these two apparently 
similar cases? His body is at rest, in a defined place. However, his 
hand is not at rest." Since a hand is not generally fixed in one place, 
moving it and even transferring it to a different domain without a 
bona fide act of lifting is not considered lifting. However, the body is 
generally fixed in one place. Moving it from its place is considered 
lifting in terms of Shabbat, and he is liable for doing so. 


Rabbi Hiyya said to Rav, his sister’s son: Son of great men, didn’t I 
tell you that when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is involved in this tractate 

do not ask him questions in another tractate," as perhaps it will not 

be on his mind and he will be unable to answer? The dilemma that 
Rav asked was not related to the subject matter of the tractate which 

they were studying. As, had it not been for the fact that Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi is a great man, you would have shamed him, as he 

would have been forced to give you an answer that is not an appro- 
priate answer.’ 


An answer that is not an appropriate answer — wt NADY 
sa MMW: The answer [shinuya] is one of the common forms of 
talmudic discourse. In general, a shinuya distinguishes between 
the case under discussion and the case upon which the question 
is based. Many times the answer is merely an attempt to stave off 


BACKGROUND 


that difficulty. If that is the case, even if the attempt to stave off 
the difficulty is successful, it is not viewed as a definitive explana- 
tion of the matter at hand. Consequently, at times the Gemara 
emphasizes that a certain answer is not merely an attempt to 
deflect the question but an actual explanation. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 

It emanated from the group - ANAN +51 API: The rea- 
son that the Gemara cited the anecdote by saying that 
this halakha emanated from the group, in addition to 
citing the explicit baraita of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s state- 
ments, is explained in various ways. Some explain that 
it was necessary because the baraita alone could have 
led to the conclusion that this is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
individual opinion, and the Rabbis disagree with him. The 
Gemara cited this anecdote to indicate that this is the 
consensus opinion (Rashba; Ritva). Others explain that the 
conclusion: An individual who performed itis liable, etc., is 
not part of the original text of the baraita. Rather, it is an 
elaboration by the Gemara. Therefore, the need arose to 
reinforce that conclusion with the statements emanating 
from the group (7ziyyun LeNefesh Hayya; see Tosafot for 
two additional explanations). 


His hand is not at rest — m3 xb iT: The Gemara only said 
this in a case where one’s hand and body are in different 
domains. However, if they are in the same domain, his 
hand is considered part of his body (Ran). 


HALAKHA 

Moving his body — i513 nYpy: Moving his body when 
it is laden with a burden on Shabbat is tantamount to 
lifting the object itself. Coming to a stop with the object 
on his body is tantamount to placing the object on the 
ground upon which he is standing. Therefore, if he were 
laden with an object and he carried it out from domain 
to domain he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:8). 


HALAKHA 

When Rabbi is involved in this tractate do not ask him 
questions in another tractate — xd NIDDA NTDIIVNKPD 
SPINK KAIBA mmen: Itis improper for a student to ask 
his teacher a question dealing with a topic not included in 
the subject matter that he is studying. His teacher might 
be temporarily unable to answer and be embarrassed 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:6). 
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BACKGROUND 


It is obvious to me - b rwa: This is one of the 
set forms in the organized presentation of a com- 
plex question. First, the questioner explains what 
is obvious to him in the matter, and only after 
laying the groundwork with that prelude, does he 
proceed with: Rabbi. ..raised a dilemma. 


HALAKHA 

His hand was filled with fruits and he extended 
it outside - yank meyin niva adn it am: 
f someone in the private domain extended his 
hand filled with objects out to the public domain, 
within ten handbreadths of the ground, he may 
not bring his hand back to the private domain. If 
he extended his hand unwittingly, he is permit- 
ed to bring his hand back to the private domain. 
This is in accordance with the final explanation 
suggested by the Gemara, which is apparently 
he conclusion. Others explained that if he did 
so intentionally, the Sages, nevertheless, permit- 
ed him to bring the object back. They did so in 
order to avoid placing him in a situation where 
he will come to throw the objects from his hand 
and thereby violate a prohibition punishable by 
stoning. According to that opinion, only in a case 
where he took the object out into the public do- 
main while it was still day and kept it there until 
after dark did the Sages penalize him and prohibit 
him from bringing it back. Others explained that 
this is not a concern in modern times (Shulhan 
Arukh HaRav). If he extended his hand with an 
object in it out into a karmelit, whether he did so 
intentionally or unwittingly, it is permitted to bring 
it back (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
13:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 348). 


NOTES 


Here below ten and there above ten - mond 1x3 
mwyn Twa psa Wyn: The question was 
raised: What is the novel element in that expla- 
nation? More than ten handbreadths above the 
ground of a public domain is an exempt domain 
into which one is permitted ab initio to take out 
an object and all the more so he may return it. 
Some explain that the phrase: Here above ten, 
means that one who took the object into the 
public domain below ten handbreadths is even 
permitted to raise it above ten handbreadths and 
take it back inside. Even if the halakha is that his 
hand is considered like a karmelit, it is permissible 
to take an object from a karmelit to an exempt 
domain and from an exempt domain to a private 
domain (Ritva). 
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Now, he was involved in another tractate. Nevertheless, he answered you 
well, as it was taught in a baraita: One who was laden with food and drink 
while it was still day, before Shabbat began, and, consequently, did not 
perform the act of lifting on Shabbat, and he carried them out into the 
public domain after dark on Shabbat is liable. Since, as a rule, his body is 
fixed in one place, moving it is considered like lifting an object, and he is 
liable. It is not similar to lifting his hand and moving it from place to place. 
Since his hand is not fixed in one place, moving it is not considered lifting. 


Abaye said: It is obvious to me” that the hand of a person in and of itself, 
when he moves it out of the domain where he is located, is considered to 
be neither like the public domain nor like the private domain, even if it 
is the hand of someone standing in one of those domains. Proof that the 
hand is not considered like the public domain can be derived from the 
ruling of the mishna with regard to the hand of the poor person. As we 
learned with regard to the poor person who brought his hand carrying an 
object that he lifted from the public domain into the private domain and 
the homeowner took the object from his hand; the homeowner is not liable. 
Apparently, the hand of the poor person is not considered part of the public 
domain, even though he himself is located in the public domain. Proof that 
it is not considered like the private domain can be derived from the ruling 
of the mishna with regard to the hand of the homeowner. As we learned 
with regard to the homeowner who moved his hand carrying an object that 
he lifted from the private domain into the public domain and the poor 
person took the object from his hand; the poor person is not liable for car- 
rying out from a private domain. 


However, Abaye raised a dilemma: What is the ruling with regard to the 
hand of a person with an object in it, when that person reached his hand 
into a different domain? Does it assume karmelit status? A karmelit is an 
intermediate domain established by the Sages that is neither a private nora 
public domain. This dilemma is based on the fact that his hand left one 
domain and did not yet enter a second domain. In terms of practical halakha, 
the two sides of this dilemma are: Did the Sages penalize him and issue a 
rabbinic decree prohibiting him from bringing his hand with the object 
back to the domain where he is standing or not? 


The Gemara says: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that 
which we learned elsewhere, with regard to the question: What must one 
in the private domain do ina case where his hand was filled with fruits and 
he extended it outside," into the public domain? It was taught in one ba- 
raita that it is prohibited for him to bring it back into his house, and it was 
taught in another baraita that it is permitted for him to bring it back. Is it 
not with regard to this that they disagree; that the Sage in one baraita 
holds that his hand is like a karmelit, and the Sage in the other baraita 
holds that it is not like a karmelit? 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: No, everyone agrees that it is like a 
karmelit, and yet, this is not difficult, as the difference between the baraitot 
can be explained in the following manner: Here, the baraita prohibiting him 
from bringing his hand back, is referring to a case where he took it out at a 
height below ten handbreadths off the ground, within the airspace of the 
public domain. And there, the baraita permitting him to bring his hand 
back, is referring to a case where he took it out at a height above ten" hand- 
breadths off the ground, outside the airspace of the public domain. Conse- 
quently, the object is considered to be neither in the public domain nor in 
a karmelit. 


And if you wish, say instead that this baraita and that baraita are both refer- 
ring to a case where he took his hand out to the public domain at a height 
below ten handbreadths, and his hand is not considered a karmelit. And 
yet, this is not difficult. As here, the baraita permitting him to bring it back, 
is referring to a case where he took it out while it was still day on Shabbat 
eve. Since he extended his hand before Shabbat and, in doing so, did nothing 
wrong, the Sages did not penalize him and permitted him to bring his hand 
back on Shabbat itself. However, there, the baraita prohibiting him from 
bringing it back, is referring to a case where he took it out after dark, and 
Shabbat had already begun. Since there is an element of prohibition involved, 
the Sages penalized him and prohibited him from bringing it back. 
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The Gemara comments that this explanation is difficult. On the contrary, 
the opposite is reasonable. In the case where he extended his hand while 

it was still day, when even were he to throw the object from his hand into 

the public domain, he would not incur liability to bring a sin-offering 

because the object was lifted from its place on a weekday, let the Sages 

penalize him. However, in the case where he extended his hand after dark, 
where were he to throw the object from his hand into the public domain, 
he would thereby incur liability to bring a sin-offering, let the Sages not 

penalize him. Were the Sages to penalize him by prohibiting him from 

bringing his hand back, he is liable to drop the object in the public domain, 
and by doing so he would violate a Torah prohibition. 


And from the fact that we did not explain it that way, but preferred the 
contrary distinction, resolve the dilemma raised by Rav Beivai bar 
Abaye,’ whose dilemma is predicated on the same fundamental issue. As 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised the dilemma: One who unwittingly stuck 
bread in the oven" on Shabbat, as bread was baked by sticking the dough 
to the sides of a heated oven, did they permit him to override a rabbinic 
prohibition and remove it from the oven before it bakes, i.e., before he 
incurs liability to bring a sin-offering for baking bread on Shabbat, or did 
they not permit him to do so? Removing the bread is also prohibited on 
Shabbat. However, its prohibition is only by rabbinic law. The fundamen- 
tal dilemma is: May one violate a rabbinical prohibition in order to avoid 
violating a Torah prohibition or not? 


Based on the above, resolve that the Sages did not permit one to do so. In 
resolving Abaye’s dilemma, the concern that one would likely throw the 
object from his hand, and thereby violate a Torah prohibition, was not 
taken into consideration. The one who extended his hand into the public 
domain was penalized by the Sages and prohibited to bring his hand back. 
Here too, resolve the dilemma and say that he may not remove the bread, 
even though he will thereby violate a Torah prohibition. The dilemma of 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye, which was thought to be unresolved, is thereby re- 
solved. As a result, there is room for uncertainty whether or not the reso- 
lution of the previous dilemma, through which Rav Beivai’s dilemma 
would also be resolved, is valid. The Gemara rejects this difficulty: That is 
not difficult. It is possible that even though a resolution had not been 
previously found for the dilemma of Rav Beivai bar Abaye, that does not 
mean that it cannot be resolved And, indeed, as proof can be brought from 
the resolution of the other dilemma, resolve this dilemma as well. 


And if you wish, say instead: Actually, do not resolve the dilemma, but, 
nevertheless, resolve the contradiction between the baraitot in the follow- 
ing manner. Here, the baraita that taught that it is permitted to bring one’s 
hand back is referring to a case where he extended it unwittingly. There, 
the baraita that taught that it is prohibited for one to bring it back is refer- 
ring to a case where he took it out intentionally. When he took it out 
unwittingly, the Sages did not penalize him. When he took it out inten- 
tionally, the Sages penalized him and prohibited him from bringing it 
back. 


And if you wish, say instead, in order to resolve the contradiction that this 
baraita and that baraita are both referring to a case where he took his hand 
out unwittingly. And here they disagree with regard to the question: Did 
the Sages penalize an unwitting offender due to an intentional offender? 
The Sage who prohibits him from bringing his hand back holds that they 
penalized an unwitting offender due to an intentional offender. Therefore, 
even though he took his hand out unwittingly, they penalized him and 
prohibited him from bringing the object back so that he would not come 
to do so intentionally. The Sage who permits him to bring it back holds 
that they did not penalize an unwitting offender due to an intentional 
offender. Therefore, they did not prohibit him from bringing it back. 


And if you wish, say instead that, actually, they did not penalize an unwit- 
ting offender due to an intentional offender, and still, this is not difficult, 
and there is no contradiction. Here, the baraita that permits bringing it 
back, is referring to bringing it back to the same courtyard where he is 
standing. 


he publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Resolve the dilemma raised by Rav Beivai bar 
Abaye — »ax 12 '292 177 vivan: The challenge 
presented by the phrase: Resolve the dilemma, etc, 
can be explained as follows. It does not seem likely 
that a specific dilemma that the Sages attempted 
and were unable to resolve should have so simple 
a resolution. Therefore, the existence of this solution 
either constitutes a challenge to the Sage who was 
originally unsuccessful in resolving this dilemma 
or proof that the proposed resolution is not viable. 


NOTES 


One who unwittingly stuck bread in the oven — 
ana na paT: The ovens in those days were made 
of earthenware. The oven was ignited from below. 
Through a special opening, they would stick the 
dough to the sides of the oven for baking. Removing 
the bread from the oven was performed in a unique 
manner which, while not considered an actual pro- 
hibited labor, was viewed as a unique skill that was 
prohibited by the Sages. 
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Daf4 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 
Courtyard and a different courtyard — Nn WM) %7: 


Adjacent courtyards 


Kor - 113: The kor is the largest measurement of volume mentioned in 
our sources. The kor contains thirty sea, and in modern measurements 
equals 240-480 £. That significant disparity is due to a fundamental 
dispute with regard to halakhic measurements. 


HALAKHA 

One who stuck bread in the oven - a73 na PaT: If one inten- 
tionally stuck bread in an oven on Shabbat, he, and only he (Magen 
Avraham), is permitted to remove it before incurring liability for violat- 
ing a prohibition punishable by stoning. In that case, it is preferable 
to remove it in an unusual manner (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 3:18, 9:5, 22:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:6). 


All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings...the beginning was 
unwitting and the end was unwitting - 7337 inonn...niewn Ula) 
DKUM TAW iD): One is liable to bring a sin-offering for an unwitting 
act only if the act was unwitting from beginning to end, as per the 
mishna cited here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:19 and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:1). 


NOTES 


All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings...the beginning was 
unwitting and the end was unwitting - 7337 monn.. nioma» 
NKY TAW 9D): In most of the halakhot with regard to punishment 
in the Torah, as well as those with regard to atonement, the general 
principle is that one’s intention must be consistent from the begin- 
ning of the action through the end, and the action is evaluated based 
on that intention. Any deviation from the original intention, whether 
in the direction of leniency or stringency, changes the assessment of 
he act. The action can no longer be categorized in any existing frame- 
work; neither in terms of punishment nor in terms of atonement. 


Prohibition punishable by stoning - nyp v: The accurate 
phrase here is: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable 
by stoning, and not: Before he incurs a liability of stoning. Since he 
regretted his action in the middle of its performance, he is no longer 
iable to be stoned for his action. 
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There, the baraita that prohibits returning the object, is refer- 
ring to bringing it to a different courtyard, as Rava raised a 
dilemma before Rav Nahman: One who was standing in a 
courtyard on Shabbat, and his hand was filled with fruits, 
and he extended it outside into the public domain, what is 
the ruling with regard to whether or not he is allowed to 
bring it back into the same courtyard where he is standing? 
Rav Nahman said to him: It is permitted. And he asked him 
further: What is the ruling with regard to bringing it from 
the public domain to a different courtyard?” He said to him: 
It is prohibited. 


Rava asked about this: And in what way is one case different 
from the other? By definition, both courtyards are private 
domains, and there is no apparent halakhic difference be- 
tween them in terms of Shabbat. Rav Nahman answered 
jokingly: When you eat a kor’ of salt while thinking it over, 
you will know the answer. Actually, the answer is simple: 
There, the baraita that taught that it is permitted to bring it 
back to the same courtyard, said so because his planned 
objective was not realized. Since he sought to take an object 
out of his courtyard, requiring him to bring the object back 
to its original place is a penalty of sorts. However, here, the 
baraita that taught that it is prohibited to bring it back to a 
different courtyard, said so because his planned objective 
was realized. Therefore, itis prohibited to bring it back there. 


Since Rav Beivai bar Abaye’s dilemma was mentioned in 
passing, the Gemara proceeds to discuss the matter itself. 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised a dilemma: One who erred 
and stuck bread in the oven" on Shabbat, did they permit 
him to override a rabbinic prohibition and remove it before 
it bakes, i.e., before he incurs liability to bring a sin-offering 
for baking bread on Shabbat, or did they not permit him to 
do so? 


Rav Aha bar Abaye said to Ravina: What are the circum- 
stances? If you say that he stuck the bread to the oven unwit- 
tingly and did not remember either that today was Shabbat 

or that it is prohibited to do so on Shabbat, to whom did they 
permit to remove it? If he remains unaware that a prohibition 

is involved, it will not occur to him to ask whether or not he 

is permitted to remove the bread before it bakes. 


But rather, is it not a case where he then, before it baked, 
remembered that it is prohibited? In that case, is he liable 
to bring a sin-offering? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: All 
those who sin unwittingly and are therefore liable to bring 
sin-offerings are only liable if the beginning of their action 
was unwitting and the end of their action was unwit- 
ting." This means that throughout the entire action until its 
completion, the person remains unaware that his action is 
prohibited. Consequently, in our case, since he became aware 
that his action is prohibited while the bread was still baking, 
his very awareness exempts him from a sin-offering and re- 
moving the bread is no longer necessary to prevent him from 
incurring liability to bring a sin-offering. 


Rather, say that that person stuck the bread in the oven in- 
tentionally, but afterward regrets having done so and does 
not want to violate the prohibition. However, if that is the 
case, the formulation of the dilemma is inaccurate. It should 
have said: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punish- 
able by stoning." One who desecrates Shabbat intentionally 
is liable to be stoned, he is not merely liable to bring a sin- 
offering. 
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Rav Sheila said: Actually, it is referring to a case where he did so 
unwittingly, and the dilemma whether or not they permitted re- 
moving the bread is not with regard to the person who stuck it in 
the oven, as he remains unaware of his transgression. Rather, with 
regard to whom is Rav Beivai raising a dilemma whether or not 
the Sages permitted him to remove the bread? It is with regard to 
others who wish to spare the unwitting sinner from violating a 
Torah prohibition. 


Rav Sheshet strongly objected to this. And does one tell an- 
other person: Sin so that another will benefit?’ Permitting one 
to violate a prohibition, even one prohibited by rabbinic law, in 
order to help another perform a mitzva is inconceivable. The same 
is true with regard to preventing another from violating a more 
severe prohibition. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: Actually, it is referring to a case where he 
stuck the bread in the oven intentionally. And say, emend the text 
as follows: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable 
by stoning. Indeed, Rav Aha, son of Rava, would teach it explic- 
itly in that manner;® not as a dilemma, but rather, as a halakhic 
ruling. According to his version, Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: With 
regard to one who stuck bread in an oven on Shabbat eve, the 
Sages permitted him to remove it from the oven on Shabbat 
before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable by stoning. 


We learned in the mishna several examples where the poor per- 
son extended his hand: One, when he placed an object into the 
hand of the homeowner and one, when he took an object from 
the hand of the homeowner. In those cases, we learned that he is 
liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara asks: Why is he liable? 
Don’t we require that halakhic lifting and placing be performed 
from and onto the surface of an area that is four by four" hand- 
breadths? A smaller area is not considered a defined place, and it 
is as if the object were not there at all; and a person's hand is not 
that size. Why, then, is he liable? 


Rabba said: Whose opinion is it in this mishna? It is the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva who said that we do not require a place of four 
by four handbreadths. According to his opinion, even a smaller 
area is considered a significant place in terms of carrying out on 
Shabbat. As we learned in a mishna: One who throws an object 
from the private domain to the other private domain and there 
is the public domain in the middle, Rabbi Akiva deems him 
liable for carrying out into the public domain, and the Rabbis 
deem him exempt because the object merely passed through the 
public domain and did not come to rest in it. 


This dispute can be explained as follows: Rabbi Akiva holds that 
we say that an object in airspace is considered at rest. In his 
opinion, an object that passed, even briefly, through the airspace 
of the public domain is considered as if it came to rest in that 
domain. Therefore, one who threw the object has, for all intents 
and purposes, lifted the object from the private domain and 
placed it in the public domain, and he is liable. And the Rabbis 
hold that we do not say that an object in airspace is considered 
at rest. In their opinion, although he lifted the object from the 
private domain, it never came to rest in the public domain. Since 
he never placed it in the public domain, he is not liable. Regardless, 
according to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, placing does not require a 
defined area. The mere presence of an object in the public domain 
accords it the legal status of having been placed there. Apparently, 
there is no requirement that an object be placed ona surface with 
an area of four by four handbreadths. 


Initially, the Gemara wonders about the substance of Rabba’s 
opinion: Is that to say that it is obvious to Rabba that, with re- 
gard to whether or not an object in airspace is considered at rest, 


NOTES 

Sin so that another will benefit - Jvan Tayw TS KYN: In 
he Tosefta, this statement is phrased: Do we tell a person 
o sin so that you can benefit? There, the principle is that a 
person has no license to sin and there is no justification to sin, 
even if he thinks that through his sin he can prevent a greater 
ransgression. There are, indeed, cases where the Sages permit 
certain sins. However, the permission always stems from the 
consideration that the act involves a mitzva as well, which tips 
he balance (see Tosafot). Some commentaries insist that the 
principle prohibiting sinning for the sake of another only ap- 
plies in a case where the other has already sinned. If the other 
has not yet sinned, there is room to perform a mild transgres- 
sion in order to facilitate his friend's fulfillment of a mitzva or 
to prevent him from committing a grave sin (Rosh; Rashba). 


Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by four - 
ayayy by myst Dip vas bya ana appy: The Gemara as- 
sumes that liability exists only in a case where an object is 
lifted from an area that measures at least four by four hand- 
breadths. The commentaries seek a source for that assumption. 
Some explained that one does not generally place objects on 
a smaller surface due to concern that they might fall. In all 
of the prohibited labors of Shabbat, the standard manner in 
which the action is performed is the determining factor (Rab- 
beinu Tam; see the Rashba). Others explained that the verses 
themselves include allusion to the fact that an object requires 
a defined area. There is no smaller defined area (Josafot). Yet 
others explained that, although the reason was not clear, the 
Sages of the Talmud had a tradition that this is the halakha 
(Rashba; Ritva). 


BACKGROUND 
Would teach it explicitly - x173 7 2: The use of this and 
similar phrases is common in the Talmud. After the Gemara 
cites various theoretical considerations and reaches the con- 
clusion that there is a need to emend the text of the baraita, 
occasionally it turns out that one of the Sages had already 
received a tradition with that emended version of the baraita. 


HALAKHA 

Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by 
four — TYIN by TYN Dipa vga yA AN mypy: A place 
that is smaller than four by four handbreadths is not considered 
a defined area in terms of the halakhot of Shabbat. One who 
lifts an object from it or places an object on it does not incur 
liability to bring a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:1 and 14:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:19). 
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BACKGROUND 

And wasn't it raised as a dilemma — va KYI xm 
mtb: The Gemara uses this expression to ask: Since 
Rabba raised this dilemma and was unable to resolve 
it, how is it possible that a resolution to that dilemma 
would incidentally appear as a given in another di- 
lemma of his? That leads to the conclusion that the 
resolution is not sufficiently substantiated. 


NOTES 


An object in airspace is considered at rest — mabp 
hot ANAT 1: It is possible to identify two fun- 
damental approaches in clarifying the essence of this 
halakhic principle. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Hananel, an object passing through airspace of a 
certain domain is considered as if it were placed on 
the ground of that domain. In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
on the other hand, this phrase was understood to 
mean that all the airspace in a certain domain is 
considered as if it were solid matter upon which 
the objects rest. The principle was formulated: The 
air within the partitions is like its substance, i.e., the 
ground beneath it. 


Perhaps placing does not require, but lifting does 
require — Typy KJ soya KYT KT ant nde 
nova: Some explain "that the fact that lifting would 
require an area of four by four handbreadths, while 
placing would not, is derived from the Torah. Lifting 
an object from its place is alluded to in the verse: 


“A man should not go out [yetze] from his place” 


(Exodus 16:29). This verse can be interpreted: “A man 
should not carry out [yotzi] from his place” There is 
no biblical allusion to placing (Tosafot). 


Projection of any size - xinw bs pr: The geonim 
define ziz as anything that projects ‘from the wall of a 
house; both the house and the projection are consid- 
ered private property. A projection of any size means 
that it can be less than four by four handbreadths. 


pL Aes 


Projection from the wall of a house 
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and it is in a case where the object passed within ten handbreadths of 
the ground that they disagree? And wasn’t it raised as a dilemma’ by 
Rabba, as it was unclear to him whether or not that is the correct expla- 
nation of the dispute between Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis? As Rabba 
raised a dilemma: Do those who dispute the matter of one who throws 
from a private domain to a private domain with a public domain in the 
middle disagree with regard to a case where the object was thrown 
below ten handbreadths off the ground, and this is the point over which 
they disagree: Rabbi Akiva holds that an object in airspace is consid- 
ered at rest," and the Rabbis hold that we do not say that an object in 
airspace is considered at rest? However, if the object passed more than 
ten handbreadths above the public domain, everyone agrees that he is 
exempt and everyone agrees that we do not derive the halakha of 
throwing from the halakha of passing. There is a special halakha with 
regard to passing objects: One standing in a private domain who passes 
an object through a public domain to another private domain, even 
though the object did not come to rest in the public domain, his action 
is considered to have carried out. However, the halakha with regard to 
throwing is different. 


Or, perhaps they disagree with regard to a case where the object 
passed ten handbreadths above the ground, and this is the point over 
which they disagree: Rabbi Akiva holds that we derive the halakha of 
throwing from the halakha of passing and considers them details of 
one halakha. And the Rabbis hold that we do not derive throwing 
from passing, and, although one who passes the object in that case is 
liable, one who throws it is not. The halakha with regard to passing is a 
unique halakha, a Torah decree, and other cases cannot be derived from 
it. However, with regard to one who throws from one private domain 
to another via a public domain, if the object passed below ten hand- 
breadths off the ground, everyone agrees that he is liable. What is the 
reason for this? Everyone agrees that an object in airspace is consid- 
ered at rest. Since Rabba himself is uncertain as to the point of the 
dispute in that mishna with regard to one who throws an object, how 
can he determine Rabbi Akiva’s opinion in the matter of our mishna? 


The Gemara answers: That is not difficult. It can be explained that, after 
he raised the dilemma, it was later resolved for him that the correct 
understanding is that Rabbi Akiva alone holds that an object in air- 
space is considered at rest. 


However, there is room to question the parallel between Rabbi Akiva’s 
opinion and the case in our mishna. Perhaps placing alone does not 
require an area of four by four in order to be considered halakhic plac- 
ing, but lifting does require" a minimum of four by four handbreadths 
to be considered halakhic lifting. Perhaps placing, which is merely the 
conclusion of the prohibited labor, does not require the same conditions 
as lifting, which is the beginning and the essence of the labor of carrying 
out (Rashba). From Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, a conclusion may be drawn 
that an object in airspace is considered placed even without the surface 
area of four by four handbreadths. But, a conclusion may not be drawn 
that an object lifted from a surface lacking that area is considered lifted. 


Rather, Rav Yosef said: Whose opinion is it in this mishna? It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara asks: To which of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s halakhot is Rav 
Yosef referring? If you say that he is referring to this halakha, as it was 
taught in a baraita: One who threw an object on Shabbat in the public 
domain from the beginning to the end of four cubits, and it, the object, 
came to rest atop a projection of any size," Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
deems him liable, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. Apparently, this 
proves that, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, there is no minimum 
area required for lifting and placing. This is the halakha to which Rav 
Yosef referred. 
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The Gemara rejects this: There, the explanation is according to what we will need 
to say later in accordance with the statement of Abaye, as Abaye said: Here, the 
baraita is not dealing with just any situation. Rather, it is dealing with a special 
case where there is a tree standing in the private domain and its boughs’ lean 
into the public domain, and one threw an object from the public domain and 
it rested upon the boughs of the tree. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that we say: Cast its boughs after its trunk. The 
tree’s branches are considered an extension ofits trunk. Therefore, the entire tree 
is considered as a private domain, and one who throws onto it is liable. And the 
Rabbis hold that we do not say: Cast its boughs after its trunk. Therefore, the 
boughs themselves are not considered to be a private domain, and one who 
throws atop them from the public domain is not liable. Since Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi considers the boughs of the tree like part of the trunk, something thrown 
atop the tree is considered as if it were placed on the trunk, which is four by four 
handbreadths. If so, one cannot conclude from here that there is no need for a 
significant area according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


Rather, it is possible that Rav Yosef referred to this halakha of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, as it was taught in a baraita: One who threw an object on Shabbat from 
the public domain to the public domain and the private domain was in the 
middle, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems him liable for carrying out from domain 
to domain, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. 


And Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: In that case, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds that the one who threw the object is liable to bring two sin-offerings, as he 
violated two prohibitions: One, due to carrying from the public domain into 
the private domain, when the object passed through the airspace of the private 
domain; and one, due to carrying from the private domain out to the public 
domain. Apparently, he requires neither lifting from nor placing upon an area 
of four by four handbreadths, as not only is he liable for carrying the object into 
a private domain and placing it by means of passing through its airspace, but he 
is also liable for lifting the object from that private domain and bringing it to the 
public domain. According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, neither lifting nor placing 
requires a significant area. 


The Gemara rejects this proof. Wasn’t it stated with regard to this dispute that 
Rav and Shmuel both said: 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi only deemed him liable in the covered private domain, 
with a roof, as we say: The house is considered as one that is full? The entire 
house with all its space is considered one unit, and each part of it is considered 
as ifit is filled with actual objects. Therefore, an object passing through the house 
is considered as if it landed on an actual surface of at least four by four hand- 
breadths. However, in a private domain that is not covered, Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi does not deem him liable. 


And if you say: Here too our mishna is speaking about a covered domain, and 
therefore the lifting from and the placing on the hand are considered as if they 
were performed in a place that is four handbreadths; granted, in a covered pri- 
vate domain lifting from and placing in a hand are considered as if it were lifted 
from and placed onto an area of four by four handbreadths, but in a covered 
public domain is he liable at all? Didn’t Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda say that 
Rabbi Abba said that Rav Huna said that Rav said: One who carries an object 
four cubits from place to place in a covered public domain, even though transfer- 
ring an object four cubits in the public domain is like carrying out from one do- 
main to another and prohibited by Torah law, in this case, he is not liable? The 
reason is that since the covered public domain is not similar to the banners in 
the desert," i.e., the area in which the banners of the tribes of Israel passed in the 
desert. The labors prohibited on Shabbat are derived from the labors that were 
performed in the building of the Tabernacle during the encampment of Israel in 
the desert, and the desert was most definitely not covered. Consequently, even 
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, it is impossible to explain that our 
mishna is referring to the case of a covered public domain. 


BACKGROUND 
Tree and its boughs — sin... 


Boughs leaning into the public domain 


NOTES 

The banners of the desert - 3372 Oa: 
With regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, 
the encampment of Israel in the desert is 
the model upon which the definition of a 
public domain is based. Like the encamp- 
ment, a public domain is at least sixteen 
cubits wide. It is an area through which 
many people pass daily; 600,000 people, 
according to some authorities. 


Layout of the tribes’ encampment in the desert 
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—— LANGUAGE 

Basket [teraskal] - por: The origin of the word is ap- 
parently a reordering of the letters of the Greek word 
xáptaňoç, kartallos, meaning a basket with a pointed 
bottom. 


BACKGROUND 


Basket - bpp: The geonim explained that a teraskal is a 
light, portable table made from braided willow. People ate 
on it outside the home. 
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Rather, Rabbi Zeira said: There must be a different source for our 
mishna. Whose opinion is it in our mishna? It is the opinion of 
Aherim, as it was taught in a baraita: Aherim say: One who stood 
in his place on Shabbat and received an object thrown to him from 
another domain, the one who threw the object is liable for the 
prohibited labor of carrying out, as he both lifted and placed the 
object. However, if the one who received the object moved from 
his place, ran toward the object, and then received it in his hand, 
he, the one who threw it, is exempt. That is because, even though 
he performed an act of lifting, the placing of the object was facili- 
tated by the action of the one who received it, and therefore the one 
who threw it did not perform the act of placing. In any case, accord- 
ing to the opinion of Aherim, if he stood in his place and received 
the object, the one who threw it is liable. Don’t we require placing 
upon an area of four by four handbreadths and there is none in 
this case? Rather, certainly conclude from this that according to 
Aherim we do not require an area of four by four. 


The Gemara rejects this: This is not a proof, and one could say: 
Perhaps it is specifically for placing that we do not require an area 
of four by four; however, for lifting we require an area of four by 
four in order to consider it significant. And with regard to placing 
as well, one could say: Perhaps it was performed in a manner in 
which he extended the corners of his coat and received it, so in 
that case there is also placing upon an area of four by four. There- 
fore, there is no proof from here. 


Rabbi Abba said: Our mishna is speaking about a special case 
where he received, i.e., lifted, the object that was in a basket [ter- 
askal]'* and he placed it atop a basket. In that case, there is also 
placing performed upon an area of four by four handbreadths. The 
Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in the mishna: His hand? So how 
can you say that he received it in a basket? The Gemara answers: 
Emend the text of the mishna and teach: The basket in his hand. 


The Gemara asks about this matter: Granted, when the basket was 

in the private domain, but ifit was a basket that was placed in the 

public domain, doesn’t it immediately become the private do- 
main? Presumably, the basket is ten handbreadths above the ground, 
and its surface is the requisite size for creating a private domain. 


Since that is not the explanation given, let us say that this is a proof 
that our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi 

Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: One who stuck a stick into the 

ground in the public domain, and hung a basket atop it, and threw 
an object from the public domain, and it landed upon it, he is li- 
able, because he threw it from the public domain into the private 

domain. Since the surface of the basket is four by four handbreadths 

and it is ten handbreadths above the ground, it is considered a pri- 
vate domain. Even though the stick, which is serving as the base for 
this basket, is not four handbreadths wide, since the basket is that 
wide, we consider it as if the sides of the basket descend in a straight 
line. Consequently, a type of pillar of a private domain is formed in 

the public domain. 


Our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, as if it were in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, in a case where the owner 
of the house extended his hand outside and placed an object in 
the basket in the hand of the poor person in the public domain, 
why is he liable? According to his opinion, the basket is considered 
a private domain and he, the owner of the house, is merely carrying 
out from private domain to private domain. This proves that the 
opinion of our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. 
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The Gemara answers: Even if you say that our mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, there, 
where we learned that a basket is considered like a private domain, 
was in a case in which the basket was above ten handbreadths off 


the ground. Here, in our mishna, the basket was below ten hand- 
breadths off the ground. Even according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, in a case where it is below ten hand- 
breadths it is not considered a private domain, rather it is part of the 
public domain. Therefore, it is considered carrying out and he is 


liable. 
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The Gemara comments: Nevertheless, this explanation is difficult 
for Rabbi Abbahu: Was the language taught in the mishna: A 
basket in his hand? His hand, was taught. There is no reason to 
emend the mishna in that way. Rather, Rabbi Abbahu said: The 


mishna here is referring to a case where the poor person lowered 
his hand below three handbreadths off the ground and received 
that object in his hand. Below three handbreadths is considered, in 
all respects, to be appended to the ground and, therefore, a place of 
four by four handbreadths. 
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The Gemara asks: Didn’t the mishna teach: The poor person stands 
outside? If he is standing, how is it possible that his hand is within 
three handbreadths of the ground? Rabbi Abbahu answered: It is 
describing a case where he is bending down. In that case, his hand 


could be adjacent to the ground even though he is standing. And if 
you wish, say instead that it is possible in a case where the poor 
person is standing in a hole and his hand is adjacent to the ground. 
And if you wish, say instead a different depiction of the situation: 
The mishna is speaking about a case involving a midget [nanas],' 
whose hands, even when standing, are within three handbreadths 


of the ground. 
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About all of these Rava said: Did the tanna go to all that trouble in 
an effort to teach us all of these cases?” It is difficult to accept that 
the tanna could not find a more conventional manner to explain the 


halakha. Rather, Rava said: The problem must be resolved by es- 
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tablishing the principle: A person’s hand is considered like four 
by four™ handbreadths for him. It is true that lifting and placing 
upon a significant place are required. However, even though a sig- 


nificant place is normally no less than four handbreadths, the hand 
ofa person is significant enough for it to be considered a significant 
place as far as the halakhot of Shabbat are concerned. And, so too, 
when Ravin’ came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: A person’s hand is considered four by four 
handbreadths for him. 


A person's hand is considered like four by four — 01% by it 
TYIN by TYIN b mawmn: Apparently, this is because a 
hand is the standard conduit for placing and lifting objects in 
a specific place. The hand does not have the requisite area of a 


Ravin - p37: An abbreviation of Rabbi Avin, who is called Rabbi 
Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud. 

He was the most important of “those who descended to,’ i.e., 
who went from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, in the third to fourth 
generation of the Babylonian amoraim. 

Rabbi Avin was born in Babylonia and emigrated to Eretz Yis- 
rael at an early age. There he was able to study Torah from Rabbi 
Yohanan, who lived to a very old age. After Rabbi Yohanan’s 
death, Ravin studied from his many students. Rabbi Avin 
was appointed to be one of “those who descended,’ namely, 
those Sages who were sent to Babylonia to disseminate in- 
novative Torah insights from Eretz Yisrael, as well as various 
Eretz Yisrael traditions that were unknown in other lands. Rav 


NOTES 


PERSONALITIES 


significant place, the measure of a significant area for placing 
being four by four handbreadths. However, the hand, regardless 
of its size, is also a significant area in the sense of carrying and 
has the legal status of an area of four by four handbreadths. 


Dimi was the emissary from Eretz Yisrael before Ravin. How- 
ever, Ravin transmitted new and revised formulations of the 
halakhot. Therefore, Ravin is considered an authority and, 
as a rule, the halakha was decided in accordance with his 
opinion. 

Ravin returned to Eretz Yisrael several times. There he served 
as the transmitter of the Torah studied in Babylonia. His state- 
ments are often cited in the Jerusalem Talmud. We know little 
about his family and the rest of his life. It is known that his father 
died even before he was born, and that his mother died when 
he was born. Some say that his father’s name was also Rabbi 
Avin and that he was named after him. Some believe that the 
Eretz Yisrael amora Rabbi Yosei bar Bon was his son. 


LANGUAGE 


Midget [nanas] — Daa: From the Greek vãvoç, nanos, mean- 


ing midget. 


BACKGROUND 
Did the tanna go to all that trouble: in an effort to teach us 
Gemara at times Skin, the mishna at aac special 
and rare cases, a fundamental principle or a description 
with wide-ranging application is not usually articulated by 
means of extraordinary situations. In situations of that sort, 
the Gemara asks: Did the tanna go to all that trouble... .? 


HALAKHA 


A person's hand is considered like four by four - ony it 
nyny by nyawa bnawn: In the halakhot of Shabbat, the 
hand of a person is considered as if it were an area of four 
by four handbreadths. Therefore, one who lifts an object on 
Shabbat from one domain and places it in the hand of a 
person standing in another domain, or one who lifts it from 
the hand of a person who is in one domain and places it in 
a different domain, is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3471). 
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HALAKHA 

One who stood in his place. ..he moved from his place, 
etc, = 131 inipon 7py...taipiaa Way: If one throws an ob- 
ject from one domain to another domain, and the object 
is caught by a person who remained in his place in the 
second domain, the one who threw it is liable because 
he placed the object in another domain. However, if the 
second person moved from his place and caught the 
object in his hand, the one who threw it is exempt. This 
is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan, 
with regard to which there is no dispute (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:15). 


BACKGROUND 
What is his dilemma - mb WIND NA: This expression 
in the Gemara is a question that comes to clarify the es- 
sence of a certain dilemma. Frequently, the problem is, in 
and of itself, clear. Nevertheless, it is necessary to explain 
the context of the dilemma and the broader issue that it 
comes to clarify. 


NOTES 

Two forces in one person — 1m% DIK Nina 19W: Accord- 
ing to Rabbeinu Hananel’s variant text, some explain: Are 
two forces in one person considered like two people, in 
the sense that it is considered as if one threw it so the 
other would catch it, and he is liable? Or, perhaps it is 
considered like one person performed each half of the 
prohibited labor independent of the other half and he 
would be exempt (Ramban). 
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Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One 
who threw an object and it landed in the hand of another who is in 
a different domain is liable. The Gemara asks: What is he teaching 
us? What halakhic principle is conveyed through this statement? Is it 
that a person’s hand is considered four by four for him? Didn't 
Rabbi Yohanan already say that one time? Why was it necessary to 
repeat it, albeit in a different context? The Gemara answers: It was 
necessary to teach the halakha cited by Rabbi Elai as well, lest you 
say that this, the principle that a person's hand is significant, applies 
only where he himself deemed his hand significant by lifting or re- 
ceiving an object with his hand. However, where he did not deem 
his hand significant, rather the object fell into another’s hand without 
his intention, perhaps the hand is not considered a significant place 
and he would not be liable. Therefore, he teaches us that the hand’s 
significance is absolute and not dependent upon the intention of the 
one initiating the action. 


Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yohanan said ad- 
ditionally: One who stood in his place and received an object that 
was thrown to him from another domain, the one who threw it is li- 
able. However, if he moved from his place" and then received the 
object, the one who threw it is exempt. That was also taught in a 
baraita. Aherim say: Ifhe stood in his place and received in his hand 
the object that was thrown from another domain, the one who threw 
it is liable. And if he moved from his place and received it, he is 
exempt. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised a related dilemma: One who threw an object 
from one domain and moved from his place and ran to another 
domain and then received the same object in his hand in the second 
domain, what is his legal status? 


To clarify the matter, the Gemara asks: What is his dilemma?’ Didn't 
one person perform a complete act of lifting and placing? Rav Adda 
bar Ahava said: His dilemma was with regard to two forces in one 
person." Rabbi Yohanan raised a dilemma with regard to one who 
performs two separate actions rather than one continuous action. Are 
two forces in one person considered like one person, and he is li- 
able? Or, perhaps they are considered like two people, and he is 
exempt? This dilemma remains unresolved and therefore, let it stand. 


Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If he brought his hand 
into the courtyard of another and received rainwater that fell at that 
time into his hand and carried it out to another domain, he is liable. 
Rabbi Zeira objects to this: What is the difference to me if his friend 
loaded him with an object, i.e., his friend placed an object in his hand, 
and what is the difference to me if Heaven loaded him with rainwa- 
ter? In neither case did he perform an act oflifting. Why then should 
he be liable for carrying out from domain to domain? The Gemara 
answers: Do not say: He received rainwater, indicating that he pas- 
sively received the rainwater in his hand. Rather, read: He actively 
gathered rainwater in his hand from the air, which is tantamount to 
lifting. The Gemara asks: In order to become liable, don’t we require 
lifting from atop an area of four handbreadths, and in this case there 
is none? How, therefore, would he be liable? 


Rabbi Hiyya, son of Rav Huna, said: It is a case where he gathered 
the rainwater from atop and on the side of the wall, so he lifted it from 
a significant place. Therefore, it is considered an act of lifting, and he 
is liable. The Gemara questions: Atop a wall, too, the rain did not 
come to rest. Rather, it immediately and continuously flowed. If so, 
the lifting was not from the wall at all. The Gemara answers: As Rava 
said in another context that the case involves an inclined wall, here 
too the case involves an inclined wall. The Gemara asks: And where 
was this statement of Rava stated? It was stated with regard to that 
which we learned in a mishna: 
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One who was reading a sacred book in scroll form on Shabbat on an 
elevated, wide threshold and the book rolled from his hand” outside 
and into the public domain, he may roll it back to himself, since one 
ofits ends is still in his hand. However, if he was reading on top the 
roof,’ which is a full-fledged private domain, and the book rolled from 
his hand," as long as the edge of the book did not reach ten hand- 
breadths above the public domain, the book is still in its own area, and 
he may roll it back to himself. However, once the book has reached 
within ten handbreadths above the public domain, he is prohibited to 
roll it back to himself. In that case, he may only turn it over onto the 
side with writing," so that the writing of the book should face down 
and should not be exposed and degraded. And we discussed this ha- 
lakha: Why must he turn it over onto the side with writing, and he is 
prohibited to bring the book back to himself? Didn’t the book not yet 
come to rest upon a defined area in the public domain? Even if he 
brought it back it would not constitute lifting. 


And Rava said: It is referring to the case of an inclined wall. Because 
it is inclined, the scroll is resting upon it to some degree. However, that 
answer is not effective in explaining the case of gathering water. Say that 
Rava said that the legal status of the slanted wall is different, specifi- 
cally with regard to a book, as it is wont to come to rest upon an in- 
clined wall. In contrast, is water wont to come to rest upon an inclined 
wall? It continues flowing. Consequently, the question with regard to 
water remains. 


Rather, Rava said: Here, it is referring to a case where he gathered the 

rainwater from on top ofa hole" filled with water. The Gemara asks: If 
he gathered it from on top of a hole, it is obvious that it is considered 

like lifting from a significant place. The Gemara answers: Lest you say 
that since the water that comes down from the roof into the hole it is 

water on top of water and, perhaps, it is not considered placing. There- 
fore, he taught us that collecting water from on top of a hole filled with 

water is considered an act of lifting an object from its placement. 


The Gemara comments: And Rava follows his standard line of reason- 
ing, as Rava already said: It is obvious to me that water on top of water, 
that is its placement, and lifting the water from there is an act oflifting 

in every sense. It is also obvious that if a nut is floating on top of water, 
that is not considered its placement, and therefore lifting it from there 

is not considered an act of lifting. However, Rava raised a dilemma: In 

a case where a nut is in a vessel, and that vessel is floating on top of 
water," and one lifted the nut from the vessel, is that considered an act 

of lifting? The sides of the dilemma are: Do we go according to the nut 

and the halakha is decided exclusively based on its status, and it is at 

rest in the vessel? Or perhaps, we go according to the vessel and it is 

not at rest, as it is moving from place to place on the surface of the 

water. This dilemma remained unresolved, and therefore let it stand. 


HALAKHA 


BACKGROUND 
Book on top of the roof — 337 wx 15D: 


Book that rolled when read on top of a roof 


NOTES 
He may only turn it over onto the side with writing - 
2027 by ia5in: One reason given is that this prevents 
dust from accumulating on the uncovered letters. An- 
other is that when the writing is exposed, there is an 
element of disrespect for the sacred text (Rashi). 


One who was reading a sacred book on a threshold and 
the book rolled from his hand - na\po xT by (BDA MNP mI 
fon 18D bbann: In the case of a person on a threshold who 
was reading a sacred text written on a scroll and that scroll 
unrolled and landed on a karmelit (Mishna Berura), if one end 
of the scroll remained in his hand, he may roll it back to him. 
That is the ruling even if the threshold was a private domain, i.e., 
four by four handbreadths and ten handbreadths high, and the 
scroll unrolled into a public domain. This was permitted in order 
to prevent disrespect for the sacred text, as explained in tractate 
Eiruvin. However, if the book fell from his hand completely, 
he is permitted to roll it back only if it rolled into a karmelit 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 352:1). 


And the book rolled from his hand - i12 3997 dann: One 


who was reading a book on Shabbat on top of the roof of a 
private domain, and the book rolled from his hand into the 
public domain, if one end of the scroll did not yet reach within 
ten handbreadths of the ground of the public domain and the 
other edge of the scroll is still in his hand, he is permitted to roll 
it back to where he is sitting. However, if it reached within ten 
handbreadths of the ground of the public domain, if the wall 
was slanted and the scroll was somewhat resting upon it, and it 


was a place frequented by the general public (Magen Avraham), 


it is prohibited to roll the book back to where he is sitting. This 
is in accordance with the explanation of Rava and according to 
Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 352:2). 


He gathered from on top of a hole - xaa maby vopw: One 
who is standing in one domain and extends his hand into 


another domain and takes water from on top of a hole filled 
with water and brings it back to him, is liable, since all of the 
water is considered as if it were placed on the ground. Therefore, 
it conforms to the typical manner of lifting and placing, as 
per the conclusion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:4). 


A nut in a vessel and that vessel is floating on top of water — 
na ong v3 Sy ay 17a 25a tiag: One who lifts a fruit that was 
placed in a vessel floating on water is exempt because a floating 
object is not considered to be at rest and picking it up does not 
constitute halakhic lifting. This is all the more true if he lifted the 
vessel which itself was floating on the water. Although the matter 
remained unresolved, in a situation of uncertainty like this one, 
the practical ruling is that he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


One who immersed himself during the day - pi aay: When 

one who became ritually impure immerses himself, a vestigial 

impurity remains until sunset. During this interval he renders 

liquids with which he comes into contact ritually impure. How- 
ever, those liquids do not render other items ritually impure. 


NOTES 


Oil that was floating on top of wine and one who immersed 
himself during the day touched the oil — } "2a by qx jw 
mwa ov bray yad: The central problem with regard to oil atop 
wine is: Are these two liquids connected to the extent that 
they are considered one entity? Or, are they considered two 
separate entities, one atop the other? In every case of contact 
with impurity there is room, in principle, to raise this question. 
However, the halakha is that a liquid that becomes impure 
through any means immediately assumes first-degree ritual 
impurity status and renders other liquids that come into con- 
tact with it impure. As a result, one who immersed himself dur- 
ing the day was mentioned because it is an exceptional case, 
as liquids that he touches do not generate further impurity. 


ra pion - as by ayy jw 
qe ae AT BAT a po 
- pwa ov Sys yan - 9 aa by 
pan 27,1272 TDW N7 DDB ND 
Tm OMB OW iK 12 73 


md 


RYMEN PAN IAY 
ppe Oot pyy my pNP a 
ivy - ia oi ba Kyi Da3) 

minyo w Dm 


wash TAYY KIT HIK TON 
TON IIS TIN WN- KN 
yin.aen— nad saws wid toy 
san - wash toy nia yar) 

awa -A0 


HALAKHA 


A similar dilemma was raised with regard to oil that was floating 
on top of wine." Oil does not mix with wine. Rather, it floats on 
top of it in a separate layer. Resolution of this dilemma is depen- 
dent on a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and the 
Rabbis. Is oil considered a discrete entity placed on the wine? Or, 
perhaps it is considered to be connected to the wine? As we 
learned in a mishna: Oil that was floating on top of wine and 
one who immersed himself during the day’ touched the oil," 
he disqualified only the oil alone and not the wine, as he only 
touched the oil and the oil does not render the wine impure. And 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: They both are considered con- 
nected to each other, and therefore they are both rendered im- 
pure through the same contact. The consideration of whether the 
oil and the wine are considered connected is the determining 
factor with regard to the laws of Shabbat as well. 


Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
One who was standing in the private domain or the public domain 
laden with food and drinks on Shabbat, and his intention was to 
carry them to another corner of the same domain, if once he be- 
gan walking he changed his mind and exited that domain, and he 
enters and exits from domain to domain, even if he does so all 
day long," he is exempt by Torah law for carrying out on Shabbat 
until he stands still. Moving the object is not considered carrying 
out, since he did not intend from the outset to move himself in 
order to carry out. Therefore, only after he stands still can it be 
considered a bona fide placement, and only when he subsequent- 
ly moves and walks would he incur liability. 


Abaye added and said: And that is specifically if he stopped to 
rest; then it is considered placement. However, if he stopped to 
adjust his burden, it is not considered placement. The Gemara 
comments: From where did Abaye arrive at this conclusion? 
From that which the Master said with regard to the laws of car- 
rying in the public domain: Although, by Torah law, one who 
transfers an object four cubits in the public domain is liable, if 
while transferring the object he stopped to rest within four cu- 
bits, he is exempt. By stopping to rest, he performed an act of 
placement in the middle of the transfer. As a result, he did not 
carry the object four complete cubits. However, ifhe stopped to 
adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is liable," as stopping in 
order to adjust his burden is not considered an act of placement. 
It is considered an action required to facilitate the continued car- 
rying of that burden. On the other hand, after he walked beyond 
four cubits, if he stopped to rest, he thereby performed an act of 
placement and completed the prohibited labor, and he is liable; 
if he stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is exempt. 
From this halakha, Abaye learned that only when one stops to rest 
is it considered an act of placement in terms of the prohibited 
labor of carrying on Shabbat. 


Oil that was floating on top of wine — }% a3 by ayw mw: If 
one who immersed himself during the day touched oil float- 
ing on top of wine, he did not, thereby, disqualify the wine, as 
per the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhlin 8:3). 


One who was laden with food and drinks and he enters 
and exits all day long - xxi") Daan PpD OyDIx pyy mI 
born bs: One who was carrying objects on his body from 
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domain to domain is only liable if he comes to a stop and, 
thereby, performs an act of placing. Even when he stops, he is 
only liable if he stopped to rest. But, if he stopped to adjust his 
burden, he is exempt, as per the statement of Rabbi Yohanan 
and the explanation of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:8). 


If he stopped to rest within four cubits, he is exempt, if 
he stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is 


liable - an 402 w3 w3 may niay yaw Tin: One who 
lifted an object in the public domain and carried it there, if 
he stopped to rest within four cubits of the place where he 
lifted the object, he is exempt, since he did not carry the object 
four complete cubits. If he stopped to adjust his burden, he is 
considered to still be walking. Therefore, if he subsequently 
continued to walk and came to a stop beyond four cubits 
in order to rest, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:10). 
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With regard to the essence of Rabbi Yohanan’s halakha about enter- 
ing and exiting all day long, the Gemara asks: What principle is he 
teaching us" with this halakha? Is it to teach that one is exempt from 
bringing a sin-offering for performing the prohibited labor of car- 
rying out on Shabbat when the lifting of the object from its place 
from the first moment was not for that purpose of carrying out, 
but for another purpose? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan already say it 
once?! As Rav Safra said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: One who transfers objects from corner to corner" in a pri- 
vate domain, and, while carrying them, he changed his mind about 
them and took them out to the public domain, he is exempt be- 
cause the lifting at the first moment was not for that purpose of 
carrying out to another domain. Why, then, was it necessary to re- 
peat the same halakha? The Gemara answers: They are different 
amora’im® who transmitted this matter. One Sage said it in this 
language and one Sage said it in that language. They chose differ- 
ent halakhot to relate the principle that Rabbi Yohanan stated a 
single time. 


Since the issue of interruptions in the performance of the prohib- 
ited labor of carrying out was mentioned above, the Gemara pro- 
ceeds to discuss a more complex related issue. The Sages taught in 
a baraita: One who carries an object out from a store, which is a 
private domain, to a plaza [pelatia],'° which is a public domain, by 
way of a colonnade [setav],' which is situated between the store 
and the public domain and whose legal status is that of a karmelit, 
is liable, as he carried out from the private domain to the public 
domain. And ben Azzai deems him exempt. 


The Gemara clarifies the opinions. Granted, the opinion of ben 
Azzai makes sense, as he holds that walking is considered like 
standing. In other words, with each step, he is considered as if he 
came to a complete stop. Therefore, as he walked through the colon- 
nade, which is neither a public domain nor a private domain, he 
came to rest there. Consequently, he did not carry from a private 
domain to a public domain; he carried into and out of a karmelit. 
However, the Rabbis, although they hold that walking is not 
considered like standing, their opinion is difficult. Where do we 
find a comparable case where one is liable? There is no direct 
transfer from domain to domain. The transfer is via a domain where 
there is no Torah prohibition. Where do we find that the Torah 
deemed one who carried out in that manner liable? 


Rav Safra said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan said: That 
is not an exceptional case, 


‘NOTES | =—— 
What is he teaching us — b yawn xp xia: Ostensibly, it 
would have been possible to say that he is teaching us, at 
least in the first halakha, that walking is not considered like 
standing, contrary to the opinion of ben Azzai. However, that 
was apparently not his intention, since, based upon its style, 
that does not appear to be the focus of Rabbi Yohanan’s 
statement. Rather, the impression is that it was raised inci- 
dentally (Hiddushei Rav Arye Leib Zunz). 


One who transfers objects from corner to corner — Yayan 
ny Da Dyan: One who was transferring an object within 
his house and, while carrying it, reconsidered and carried 
it out to the public domain, is exempt. Since his original 
intention was not to lift the object in order to carry it out, 
he did not perform a complete prohibited labor (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:12). 


Plaza [pelatia] - roads: From the Greek matsia, plateia, 
meaning a street or a plaza. 


Colonnade [setav] - »wp: From the Greek otod or otot, 
stoa or stoia. These words primarily mean a covered row 
of columns. 


Didn't Rabbi Yohanan say it once — 81N pM 31 AN NT 
seat: This common expression: Didn't he say it once, ques- 
tions why it was necessary for a Sage to repeat a statement. 
Obviously, a Sage can repeat the same idea several times. 
However, that is only when this repetition is intentional. 
That is not the case when the same idea appears in two 
different formulations. Then the impression is that the Sage 
was unaware of his other statement and repeated himself 
unconsciously. 


They are different amora‘im — 1133 #8119: This expression 
usually, though not always, indicates that two Sages trans- 
mitted one idea in two different forms. Usually, this appears 
in response to the question: Didn't he say it once? 


Plaza - 09: The pelatia is the city square through which 
the public passes and in which it gathers. It is a prominent 
example of a full-fledged public domain, in which all the 
conditions of the public domain are met. 


Forum in Pompeii, from the time of the Mishna 
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NOTES 

The sides of the public domain - maya mwy "ty: 
There are various definitions and even various kinds 
of sides of the public domain. The simplest definition 
is the narrow area closest to the borders of the public 
domain, which are not utilized by the multitudes 
since people tend not to walk that close to the wall. 
Indeed, for this reason, it was clear that every public 
domain has its sides adjacent to it (Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 
Stakes [hipufei] — »D15°m: Stakes were stuck in the 
ground on the side of a house to keep the passersby 
in the public domain from walking too close to the 
house. 


vr = 


Stakes in front of a house 
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as the halakha there is just as it is in the case of one who transfers an 
object in the public domain. There, even though as long as he takes it 
and walks and does not place the object he is exempt, is it not the case 
that when he places it he is liable? Obviously, between the place where 
he lifted the object and the place where he placed the object, where there 
is liability, there lies an undefined area where, as long as he continues 
walking, he is exempt. Here too, it is no different, as in both cases an 
identical situation exists: If he places the object at the end of his path he 
is liable, despite the fact that the area in the middle is an exempt place. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: Is this comparable? There, any- 
where that he places the object is a place of potential liability. That 
cannot be described as two places of liability with an exempt domain 
between them, as the area between them is also a place of potential liabil- 
ity if he were to place the object there. On the other hand, here, if he 
places it in the colonnade, it is an absolute exempt domain. 


Again the question arises: Where is there a precedent of liability for 
transferring an object through an exempt domain? The Gemara answers: 
Rather, it is possible to cite a different precedent: The halakha here is just 
as it is in the case of one who transfers an object in the public domain 
from the beginning of four cubits to the end of four cubits exactly. 
There, is it not the case that, even though were he to place it within four 
cubits of where he stands, he is not liable because within four cubits, the 
complete prohibited labor of carrying in the public domain was not 
performed; and nevertheless, when he places it at the end of four cubits 
he is liable? Here too, it is no different. It can be said that there is a strip 
of exempt domain between the lifting and the placement. 


Again the Gemara rejects the analogy: Is that similar? There, in the 
public domain, for this man it is an exempt domain, as it is within four 
cubits of the place that he lifted the object. However, for the entire world, 
it is a place of potential liability, as the space itself is a public domain and 
it could be beyond four cubits for someone else who placed it there, and 
he would be liable. Here, on the other hand, the colonnade is an exempt 
domain for the entire world. There is no comparison between an ab- 
sence of liability that stems from the fact that the prohibited labor was 
not completed and an unconditional exemption dependent solely on the 
nature of the domain in question. 


Rather, it is possible to cite a different precedent: The halakha here is just 
as it is in the case of one who carries out an object from the private 
domain to the public domain through the sides of the public domain." 
The sides of a public domain are narrow strips located adjacent to the 
houses where the multitudes do not congregate. There, is it not the case 
that, even though if one were to place an object on the sides of the 
public domain, he is exempt and, nevertheless, when he places it in the 
public domain he is liable? If so, here too, it is no different. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to this explanation: Granted, according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that the sides of the public domain 
are a type of independent domain and not considered the public do- 
main, that precedent is similar to our case. However, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who said that the sides of the 
public domain are considered a full-fledged public domain, what is 
there to say? 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, said to him: Say that you heard that Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov said that the sides of the public domain are con- 
sidered a public domain in a place where there are no stakes [hipufei]® 
separating the houses and the courtyards from the actual public domain 
to prevent the public from damaging the walls of the houses. However, 
in a place where there are stakes, did you hear him say that the legal 
status of the sides is that of the public domain itself? Therefore, it is 
similar to that case of the colonnade, and consequently it serves as a 
precedent for liability when carrying through an exempt domain. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Ben Azzai disagreed with regard to carrying 
out the object while walking through the colonnade. In his opin- 
ion one who carries it out is exempt. Yet, he agrees with the Rab- 
bis that in a case where one throws an object from the private 

domain to the public domain through a colonnade he is liable, as 

it is tantamount to carrying out directly from domain to domain. 
That opinion was also taught in a baraita: One who carries out 
an object on Shabbat from a store to a plaza via a colonnade" is 

liable. The halakha is identical with regard to all means of transfer- 
ring an object from domain to domain via a colonnade. The same 

is true for one who carries out, and one who carries in, and one 

who throws, and one who extends his hand from domain to 

domain. Ben Azzai says: One who walks and carries out and one 

who walks and carries in are exempt, as he is considered to have 

come to rest in the colonnade. On the other hand, one who ex- 
tends his hand with the object and one who throws the object, 
whose actions are uninterrupted, are liable. 


In order to explain the essence of the laws of domains on Shabbat, 
the Gemara cites what the Sages taught in the Tosefta, that there 
are four domains for the halakhot of Shabbat:"" The private 
domain, and the public domain, and two additional domains: 
The karmelit, which is like neither the public domain nor the 
private domain, and an exempt domain, which does not fall into 
the category of domains. 


The Gemara elaborates: And what is the private domain?" A 
ditch which is ten handbreadths deep and four handbreadths 
wide," as well as a fence which is ten handbreadths high and four 
handbreadths wide; that is a full-fledged private domain. The 
criteria for a private domain are that it must be an area of four by 
four handbreadths, with a ten-handbreadth difference in elevation 
from the surrounding environment. 


And what is the public domain?" A main street [seratia]' and a 
large plaza as well as alleyways [mevo’ot],° which are open on 
both ends to the public domain, connecting between main streets; 
that is a full-fledged public domain. With regard to those do- 
mains: One may not carry out from the private domain of this 
kind to the public domain of this kind, and one may not carry 
in from the public domain of this kind to the private domain of 
this kind." If he did so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin- 
offering. If he did so intentionally, and there were no witnesses 
to his act, and he was not forewarned, he is liable to receive the 
punishment of excision [karet]. If he was forewarned and there 
were witnesses to his transgression, he is punished with the court- 
imposed capital punishment and stoned. 


One who carries out from a store to a plaza via a colon- 


HALAKHA 


And what is the public domain - w397 MW KT igy: The 


nade — vyp 717 xs mana text: One who carries out 
from a private domain toa public domain through an exempt 
domain, if he did not come to a stop in the exempt domain, 
is liable as if he transferred it directly, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
14:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 346:1). 


Four domains for Shabbat - naw niwy: There are four 
domains for Shabbat: The private domain, the public domain, 
the karmelit, and an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:1). 


And what is the private domain — TRI Mw NT HPT: A 
private domain in the halakhot of Shabbat is a place that is at 
least four by four handbreadths in area and is separated from 
its surroundings by any kind of partition ten handbreadths high, 
e.g. a fence or a ditch; or if the entire area is ten handbreadths 
higher or lower than the surrounding area (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:2). 


criteria of a public domain are: (1) Streets, marketplaces, and 
other places frequented by the multitudes; (2) at least sixteen 
cubits wide; (3) not roofed; and (4) without a wall. If there is 
a wall, it is a public domain only if the streets run from gate 
to gate and the gates are not locked at night (Rema). Tosafot 
and others say that there must be at least 600,000 people that 
pass through it each day to be considered a public domain. 
The custom is to be lenient in accordance with that opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 345:7). 


Carrying out from domain to domain — moh Mwy WXyIT: 
lf one unwittingly carries from the private domain to the public 
domain or vice versa on Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin- 
offering. If he did so intentionally, he is liable to receive karet. If 
there were witnesses and he was forewarned, he is punishable 
by stoning, as per the Josefta here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 1:2). 


NOTES ——___—_—__- 
Four domains for Shabbat — naw) ninw yarn: In fact, 
there are only three domains: The public domain and the 
private domain, which are Torah domains, and the karmelit, 
which is a rabbinic domain. Anything that does not enter 
into the parameters of these domains is by definition an 
exempt domain. In any case, the emphasis is on domains for 
Shabbat. These parameters are only relevant in defining do- 
mains in terms of the halakhot of Shabbat. These definitions 
are irrelevant as far as other areas of halakha are concerned, 
e.g., halakhot of acquisitions. 


Ditch which is ten handbreadths deep and four hand- 
breadths wide - nyaix Ann Mwy piny KITE YIN: 


Ditch that is a private domain 


LANGUAGE 
Main street [seratia] - KYW: The origin of the word is 
in the Latin strata, meaning street or thoroughfare for the 
multitudes. 


Ruins of a main street in Pompeii, from the time of the Mishna 


BACKGROUND 


Alleyways [mevot] - niian: 


Open and closed alleyways 
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HALAKHA 

And the karmelit - mbnrpm: A karmelit is a place not 
frequented by the multitudes, with an area greater than 
four by four handbreadths, three to ten handbreadths 
high, with no partitions that would render it a private 
domain. The corner adjacent to the public domain and a 
covered public domain have the legal status of a karmelit 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345714). 


The general category of karmelit - moor 2»: By rab- 
binic law, it is prohibited to carry from a karmelit to a pri- 


vate domain or from a karmelit to a public domain and 
vice versa. The Sages also prohibited carrying four cubits in 


the karmelit itself (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 


bat 14:11, 13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3461, 2). 


Courtyards shared by many and alleyways that are not 
open - pwan pew minions oy bw niyn: If an eiruv 
was placed in a courtyard shared by homeowners or an 


alleyway that is closed on one end and has several court- 


yards that open into it, it is permitted to carry in them. If 
not, it is prohibited by rabbinic law to do so (Rambam 
Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 366:1). 


One who has two houses on two sides of the public 
domain - DI nw "y noa ona nw b ww om: It is 
possible to transforma section of public domain between 
two houses into a private domain by affixing doors on 
either side and locking the doors at night. Others say 
that it is sufficient if they are able to be locked. That is the 
accepted halakhic ruling (Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 364:2). 


NOTES 


Threshold serves as two domains — nwawi 759p% 
Disw mw: Not every threshold is built in a manner that 


would enable it to be ascribed to two domains. Only cer- 


tain cases fit this definition, as will be clarified later in 
the discourse. 
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However, a sea and a valley and a colonnade and the karmelit' all 
enter into the general category of karmelit," which is neither like 
the public domain, because the multitudes are not congregated 
there, nor like the private domain, as it has no partitions. Rather, 
the Sages instituted that cases like these should be considered an 
independent domain. One may not carry and place an object in it 
beyond four cubits, just as it is prohibited to do so in the public 
domain. And if he nevertheless carried and placed an object in it, 
he is exempt, as it involves no Torah prohibition. And one may 
neither carry from it into the public domain nor from the public 
domain into it, as it is not the public domain. And one may neither 
carry from the private domain into it nor from it into the private 
domain, as it is not the private domain. And ifhe carried out from 
the private domain or carried in from the public domain, he is 
exempt, as it involves is no Torah prohibition. 


Similarly, there is a type of private domain which, by rabbinic law, 
has the legal status of a karmelit or a public domain. Courtyards 
shared by many and alleyways that are not open" on both sides are 
private domains that are somewhat similar to the public domain 
because many people congregate there. For this reason, the Sages 
issued a decree prohibiting carrying within them. However, if they 
placed an eiruv, i.e., a joining of courtyards, to transform a common 
courtyard into a single domain, or a merging of alleyways to merge 
a common alleyway shared by several courtyards into a single do- 
main, they are all permitted to carry objects from their houses into 
the courtyard or from the courtyard into the alleyway, respectively. 
However, if they did not place an eiruv, they are prohibited 
to do so. 


An example of the fourth domain listed in the baraita, the exempt 
domain is: A person standing on the threshold may take an object 
from the homeowner standing in the private domain and may give 
an object to him. Similarly, while standing there, he may take an 
object from a poor person standing in the public domain and may 
give an object to him because there is no element of prohibition or 
liability in carrying and carrying out in an exempt domain on Shab- 
bat. There is no prohibition as long as he does not take the object 
from the homeowner in the private domain and give it to a poor 
person in the public domain, or from a poor person and give to 
the homeowner, as by doing so he facilitated transfer from domain 
to domain. And, however, if he took an object from one and gave 
it to the other, certainly no labor prohibited by Torah law was per- 
formed, and all three of them are exempt. 


Aherim say: Not every threshold is an exempt domain. Some are 
not sufficiently isolated from the surrounding domains. Sometimes, 
a threshold serves as two domains;" at times the public domain 
and at times the private domain, as in different circumstances it is 
subsumed within the adjacent domain. Therefore, when the door- 
way is open, the threshold is an extension of the house and consid- 
ered to be a private domain. If the doorway was locked, it is con- 
sidered like the outside, like part of the public domain. This applies 
when the threshold is not an independent domain. And if the 
threshold was ten handbreadths high above the public domain and 
four handbreadths wide, it is a domain unto itself, i.e., a full- 
fledged private domain discrete from the house. 


It was taught in the Tosefta with regard to the definition of a private 
domain that the Master said, with added emphasis: This is the 
private domain. The Gemara asks: What was this emphasis added 
to exclude? The Gemara answers: To exclude this halakha of Rab- 
bi Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita: Furthermore, Rabbi Ye- 
huda said: One who has two houses opposite each other on two 
sides of the public domain," if he chooses, he may create a private 
domain for himself in the public domain. He may place 
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a ten-handbreadth high post’ from here, perpendicular to the 
public domain. This creates a symbolic wall which, in the halakhot 
of alleyways, has the legal status of a wall. And, he may place an 
additional post from here, on the other side, and that has the 
same legal status as if he closed the public domain on all ofits sides. 
Or, he can implement a different solution appropriate for alley- 
ways by placing a beam" extending from here, from one end of 
one house, to the end of the house opposite it. This creates a 
symbolic partition across the width of the street. And, he may 
place a beam extending from here, from the other side of the 
house. According to Rabbi Yehuda, in that way, one is permitted 
to carry objects and place them in the area between the sym- 
bolic partitions, as he would in a private domain. The Rabbis said 
to him: One may not place an eiruv in the public domain in that 
way. One who seeks to transform a public domain into a private 
domain must erect actual partitions. 


The Gemara questions the language of the Tosefta: This is a full- 
fledged private domain. And why did they call it full-fledged? 
The Gemara answers: Lest you say: When do the Rabbis dis- 
agree with Rabbi Yehuda and say that it is not the private do- 
main? This applies only with regard to the prohibition to carry 
there on Shabbat. By means of these partitions, it was not ren- 
dered a full-fledged private domain to the point that one is permit- 
ted to carry there. However, conceivably, with regard to the pro- 
hibition of throwing from the public domain to this place, the 
Rabbis agree with Rabbi Yehuda that the area between the parti- 
tions would be considered a private domain by Torah law and it 
would be prohibited. Therefore, the tanna taught us that accord- 
ing to the Rabbis it is not a private domain at all. 


It was also taught in the Tosefta with regard to the definition of a 
public domain that the Master said, with added emphasis: This 
is the public domain. The Gemara asks: What was this emphasis 
added to exclude? The Gemara answers: Here, the Tosefta came 
to exclude another halakha of Rabbi Yehuda. As we learned in 
a mishna: The Sages permitted those ascending to Jerusalem on 
the Festival pilgrimage to place posts serving as symbolic bound- 
aries around the wells, in order to render the wells and their sur- 
roundings a private domain. That way, the pilgrims could draw 
water from the wells even on Shabbat, as they became private 
domains. Rabbi Yehuda says:" If the path of the public domain 
passes through the area of the wells and the posts and obstructs 
them," he must divert it to the sides, so that the passersby will 
not pass through there. In his opinion, many people passing 
through that area negates the private domain formed merely by 
means of symbolic boundaries. And the Rabbis say: He need not 
divert the path of the public domain. The emphasis in the Tosefta: 
This is the public domain, teaches that only the specific areas 
listed there fall into the category of a public domain; however, a 
well around which partitions were established is no longer in the 
realm of public domain, even if the multitudes continue to walk 
through that area. 


The Gemara asks: And why do they call it full-fledged? The 
Gemara answers: This emphasis was unnecessary. But, since he 
taught’ the first clause of the Tosefta employing the term full- 
fledged, he also taught the latter section employing the term 
full-fledged in the interest of uniformity. 


If the path of the public domain obstructs them - 7071 ots 
JAS waw Mw JY: Festival pilgrims were permitted to 


HALAKHA 


thoroughfare passes through, the wells do not lose their status 
as private domains, as per the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 


use wells on Shabbat by virtue of their posts. Even if a public Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:33). 


BACKGROUND 


Post - md: 


Alleyway and post 


Since he taught — %3n71 99": This expression is used to explain 
unnecessary phrases or words in the mishna. In the interest 
of uniformity, the tanna often employs the same expression 
several times, even if it was not necessary each time. 


NOTES 


Post...beam — mip..omt: The post and the beam are relevant 
o the laws of eiruv. Usually one places a post or a beam to 
create a symbolic partition in a place that is a private domain 
by Torah law but requires an additional partition by rabbinic 
aw. The Sages disputed the effectiveness of the post and the 
beam in transforming a public domain into a private domain. 
According to some Sages, the post and the beam are par- 
itions with absolute legal validity and are tantamount to a 
ull-fledged partition. According to others, although they are 
effective in certain cases, their status is not equal to that of 
ull-fledged partitions. 


Rabbi Yehuda says — vais M7 937: The fact that the two 
statements of Rabbi Yehuda apparently contradict each other 
was already discussed in tractate Firuvin. Although he permits 
placing an eiruv on the street of the public domain, he does not 
permit doing so with the posts around the well. The Gemara 
there explains that there is a dispute with regard to which 
is preferable in creating a private domain: Two full-fledged 
partitions, e.g., houses on the two sides of the street, which is 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, or four symbolic boundaries, like 
the posts of the well. 


If the path of the public domain obstructs them - 707 oN 
JAI ODT Mw Y: In certain cases, when there are public 
wells that provide water for people on a Festival pilgrimage, 
the Sages permitted surrounding the wells with poles or posts 
placed intermittently around the well, so that the area between 
the symbolic boundaries would be considered a private do- 
main. The discussion here is in a case where a path of the public 
domain passed through that area. 
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HALAKHA 
In the desert — 33123: According to the Ram- 
bam, the current legal status of a desert is that 
of a public domain. The Rashba and many other 
authorities disagree with him (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Hidden scroll - Dano myn: For many genera- 
tions, it was prohibited to write the contents of 
the Oral Torah. Due to the exigencies of the time, 
it was decided to redact the Mishna and write it 
down. Nevertheless, even when it was prohib- 
ited, Sages would summarize important matters 
in brief notes to help them remember. These 
scrolls were not published and were, therefore, 
referred to as hidden scrolls. According to the 
geonim, these scrolls were known as hidden 
because they were anthologies of halakhot that 
were not universally known, even though they 
were not concealed intentionally. 
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NOTES 
In the desert - 323: Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam, status was that of a karmelit. On the other hand, when the 
explains that, according to the Rambam, the answer of the 
Gemara is to be understood in this manner: When Israel lived 
in the desert, it was like a field for them, and therefore its legal 


desert is desolate, and only caravans pass through it, it assumes 
the legal status of other public thoroughfares (Kesef Mishne). 
In general, there is room to ask what purpose is served by 


With regard to the places characterized as the public domain, the Gemara 
asks: And include the desert among the places considered a public domain? 
Wasn't it taught in a different baraita: What is the public domain? A main 
street, and a large plaza, and open alleyways, and the desert? Abaye said: 
This is not difficult, as here, where it enumerated the desert among the pub- 
lic domains, it refers to the time when Israel was dwelling in the desert,"" 
and it was an area frequented by the multitudes. And here, where the desert 
was not enumerated among the public domains, refers to this time, when 
multitudes do not congregate there. 


It was also taught in the Tosefta that the Master said: If he carried out an 
object on Shabbat from the private domain to the public domain or vice versa, 
if he carried in, if he did so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 
If he did so intentionally and there were no witnesses to his act and he was 
not forewarned, he is punishable from the hand of Heaven with the 
punishment of karet. If he was forewarned and there were witnesses to his 
transgression, he is punished by the court and stoned. The Gemara asks: 
Unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering; it is obvious that one who 
violates the serious transgression of desecrating the Shabbat unwittingly is 
liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the 
tanna to teach that ifhe did so intentionally he is punishable with karet and 
stoned. Since he needed to cite those cases because they involve a novel 
element, he also cited the case where he performed the transgression 
unwittingly, in order to complete the picture. 


The Gemara asks: That is also obvious, as the Torah states explicitly that one 
who desecrates Shabbat intentionally without witnesses and forewarning is 
punishable by karet, and that when there are witnesses and forewarning he is 
executed by stoning. The Gemara answers: This came to teach us in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rav, as Rav said: I found a hidden scroll’ in 
the house of Rabbi Hiyya in which matters of Oral Torah were briefly sum- 
marized, and in it was written: Isi ben Yehuda says: The primary categories 
of prohibited labor on Shabbat are forty-less-one, and he is liable only for 
one. This expression is unclear, and it would seem that it means that one who 
performs all of the prohibited labors is only liable to bring one sin-offering. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t we learn in the mishna: The primary 
categories of prohibited labor are forty-less-one? The mishna proceeded 
to enumerate those labors. And we discussed it: Why do I need this tally of 
forty-less-one? It would have been sufficient for the mishna to merely list the 
prohibited labors. And Rabbi Yohanan said: The number is also significant, 
in order to teach us that if he performed all of the prohibited labors within 
one lapse of awareness, during which he remained unaware of the prohibi- 
tion involved, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for each and every one of 
the prohibited labors separately. Consequently, the statement of Isi ben Ye- 
huda cannot be understood as suggested above. 


Rather, say as follows: There are forty prohibited labors less one, and he is 
not liable for one of them. Among those labors, there is one unspecified 
exception for which one is not liable to be executed by stoning and merely 
violates a negative prohibition. That which the Tosefta mentioned with regard 
to one carrying out on Shabbat being liable for karet and stoning, teaches us: 
This labor of carrying out from domain to domain, is among those prohib- 
ited labors with regard to which there is no uncertainty and it is clear that 
one is liable for karet and stoning for its violation. 


discussing the legal status of the desert when Israel lived there? 
The commentaries explain that if a situation would arise where 
a significant number of people were in the desert, its legal 
status would revert to the way it was then (Mitzpe Eitan). 
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It was also taught in the Tosefta that the Master said: However, 
a sea, and a valley, and the colonnade, and the karmelit all 

enter into the general category of karmelit, which is neither like 

the public domain nor like the private domain. The Gemara 

asks: And is a valley neither like the private domain nor like 

the public domain? Didn't we learn in a mishna in tractate 

Teharot: The valley, in the days of summer, which is a time when 

the multitudes frequent it, nevertheless, it is considered the 

private domain with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, as ac- 
cording to the parameters of domains of Shabbat it remains in 

the realm of a private domain. And, still, it is considered like the 

public domain with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity," 
where there is a distinction between a place frequented by the 

multitudes and a place that the multitudes do not frequent. 
While in the rainy season, the winter, when multitudes do not 
frequent the fields, the valley is considered like the private do- 
main for this, Shabbat, and for that, ritual purity. A valley is a 
private domain and not a karmelit. 


Ulla said: Actually, the valley is a karmelit; and why does the 
mishna call it the private domain? In order to emphasize that 
it is not the public domain, as the mishna in tractate Teharot 
did not enter into the details of the halakhot of Shabbat. It mere- 
ly underscored the distinction between the halakhot of Shabbat 
and the halakhot of ritual purity. 


Rav Ashi said: 


The valley discussed in the mishna in Teharot is unusual, as it 

refers to a case where it has partitions" that are ten hand- 
breadths high surrounding it. And in accordance with that 

which Ulla said that Rav Yohanan said: An enclosure [karpef ], 
alarge courtyard that is not contiguous with the house and does 

not serve a direct purpose for the house, that is greater than a 

field that produces a crop of two sea," that was not originally 
surrounded by a fence for the purpose of residence," but with 

a partition to protect his belongings, and even if it is as large as 

a field that produces a crop of one kor, thirty times the size of a 

sea, and even two kor, it is still considered a private domain. And, 
consequently, one who throws an object into it from the public 

domain on Shabbat is liable. What is the reason for this? It is a 

partition that surrounds the enclosure and its legal status is like 

that of a partition in every sense, except that it is lacking resi- 
dents. Even though the Rabbis were stringent with regard to this 

enclosure because of the lack of residents and prohibited carry- 
ing in it as if it were a karmelit, that does not negate its primary 
legal status; by Torah law it is a full-fledged private domain. The 

same is true with regard to the aforementioned valley. The valley 
is a large area surrounded by partitions erected for the purpose 

of protection and thereby assumes private domain status. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, in explanation of the mishna, Rav 
Ashi did not say in accordance with the opinion of Ulla," as he 
provided a reason for it. However, what is the reason that Ulla 
did not say in accordance with his own halakha that he cited 
in the name of Rabbi Yohanan? The Gemara answers: Ulla could 
have said to you: If the mishna is referring to a case where it has 
partitions, would it call that place a valley? It is an enclosure. 
The implication of the word valley is that there are no partitions 
at all. And Rav Ashi defends his opinion by saying: The language 
taught in the mishna is: The private domain and not a karmelit. 
Therefore, his explanation more closely approximates the 
language of the mishna. 


NOTES 
And the public domain with regard to ritual impurity - wa MN 
men: Halakhically, with regard to uncertain impurity, there is a “ distinc- 
tion between the private domain and the public domain. When there is 
uncertainty whether or not something in the public domain became ritually 
impure, it is deemed ritually pure. On the other hand, in the private domain, 
it is deemed ritually impure. There is no logical explanation for this halakha, 
and its source is a Torah decree derived from the halakhot of sota. 


HALAKHA 


And a valley. ..with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity - ...nypa 
mend: Whether or not it is surrounded by a fence, during the rainy season 
that begins with the period of the second rainfall, a valley has the legal sta- 
tus of a private domain as far as the halakhot of ritual impurity are concerned. 
In the summer, when no grain grows there, if it is not surrounded by a fence, 
its legal status is that of a public domain with regard to the halakhot of ritual 
impurity. If it is surrounded by a fence, it is considered a private domain 
even in the summer (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTuma 20:6). 


HALAKHA 
Case where it has partitions - nixna ay Mx 7133: A valley that is sur- 
rounded by partitions is considered a private domain in terms of the ha- 
lakhot of Shabbat as well, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi, which 
was undisputed. With regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity, even after 
the rainy season this valley remains a private domain, due to a stringency 
instituted by the Sages, as explained in tractate Bava Batra (Rashbam; Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTuma 20:6). 


Enclosure greater than two se‘a that was not surrounded for residence - 
ay yp Kow DNXD Man W 487p: A courtyard larger than two sea 
which is not surrounded for residence, i.e., no one lives there, a house does 
not open into it, and it is not adjacent to a house, even though it is consid- 
ered a full-fledged private domain by Torah law, the Sages only permitted 
carrying there within four cubits, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 16:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 346:3 and 358:1). 


NOTES 
Enclosure greater than two se‘a - OND man ni 987p: The Sages esti- 
mated that a field of two sedis the size of the courtyard of the Tabernacle. 
Apparently, that is the source for the determination that a courtyard larger 
than two se‘a is no longer considered a courtyard. Rather, it is accorded the 
legal status of a field and the Sages were stringent and applied the halakhot 
of karmelit to it. 


Granted, Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with the opinion of Ulla - 
xdyt al x WIT xwa: According to Rashi, apparently, the passage: 

Granted, Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with the opinion of Ulla, is to be 
understood as if it said: Granted, Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with the 
opinion of Ulla, based on the opinion of Ulla himself, i.e., Rav Ashi relied on 
Ulla's other statement with regard to the matter of an enclosure in arriving 
at his understanding of this statement of Ulla. 


BACKGROUND 
Field that produces two se‘a — ND Ma: A field of two sea is an area in 
which two sea of wheat are generally grown. Translating a sea into modern 
measurements is subject to debate. It is approximately 8-14 £. However, the 
Sages determined that the area of two sea is the equivalent of the area of the 
Tabernacle courtyard, which was 5,000 square cubits. In modern measures, 
it is 1,250-1,800 sq m. 
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NOTES 


Karmelit - mbna: Several explanations were of- 
fered for the etymology of this term. In the Jeru- 
salem Talmud, it is said to originate from the word 
karmel, which is a type of partially dried grain. Just 
as karmelis neither dry nor moist, so too, a karmelit is 
an intermediate domain; neither private nor public. 
Some explain that it is from the word ke‘armelit, like a 
widow, neither married nor unmarried. This domain 
also has intermediate status (Rambam’s Commen- 
tary on the Mishna). 


Upright brick — nap? aya: A standard brick has 
the fixed measure of three by three handbreadths, 
and its thickness is significantly smaller. Therefore, in 
order to achieve a height of three handbreadths it is 
necessary to stand the brick up, meaning to stand 
it on its length or width. Others explain that the 
length and width of this brick are four by four and it 
is three handbreadths high. Therefore, the area atop 
it is considered a karmelit (Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 


Thorns — »197: This is probably the thorny bush 
Ononis antiquorum L. from the Papilionaceae family. 
It is a small thorny bush whose height is 25-70 cm 
and is commonly found in fields and riverbeds. The 
leaves of the plant are usually clover-shaped, and 
its side branches are thorny and tend to branch out. 


Young thorn bush 


Shrubs — 1%: The common shrub in the Papiliona- 
ceae family, Alhagi maurorum Medik is a thorny bush 
with smooth non-serrated leaves. It usually grows 
to a height of approximately 30 cm and can grow 
to a height of 1 m. It is commonly found in fields 
and salt marshes. 


Shrubs 
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In the Tosefta, the list of places whose legal status is that of a karmelit 
also includes karmelit. The Gemara asks: Aren't they, all the other 
places listed there, i.e., a sea, a valley, and a colonnade, a karmelit too? 
If so, what is this karmelit that is prominently mentioned here? The 
Gemara answers: When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Baby- 
lonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This addition of karmelit was 
only necessary in order to teach the case of a corner adjacent to the 
public domain, where, although at times the multitudes push their 
way in and enter it, since its use is inconvenient it is considered a 
karmelit. 


Similarly, when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: Between the pillars alongside the public 
domain is judged like a karmelit. What is the reason for this? Al- 
though the multitudes stride there, since they cannot walk in it in a 
direct manner, uninterrupted, it is considered like a karmelit. Rabbi 
Zeira said that Rav Yehuda said: The same is true for the bench that 
is before the pillars" upon which the merchants place their wares; it is 
judged to be like a karmelit. 


The Gemara comments: According to the one who said that between 
the pillars" is considered like a karmelit, all the more so a bench is 
considered a karmelit. However, according to the one who said that a 
bench is a karmelit, one could say that that is so specifically with regard 
to a bench because its use is inconvenient. However, the space be- 
tween the pillars, whose use is convenient, would not be considered 
a karmelit. Another version of that statement: However, between the 
pillars where, at times, the multitudes stride there is considered like 
the public domain. 


With regard to the question to what degree does the use of the multi- 
tudes determine whether a specific place is considered a public domain, 
the Gemara cites the halakha that Rabba bar Sheila said that Rav Hisda 
said: If an upright brick" was placed in the public domain and one 
threw an object from a distance of four cubits and he stuck the object 
to its side, he is liable for throwing in the public domain. But if the 
object landed atop the brick, he is not liable. Because the multitudes 
do not step on the brick, it is not a full-fledged public domain. 


It was Abaye and Rava, who both said: And that is specifically when 
that brick is at least three handbreadths high, as then the multitudes 
do not step on it, and, therefore, even though the brick is standing in 
the public domain, it is considered an independent domain. However, 
thorns’? and shrubs,’ even though they are not three handbreadths 
high, are not considered part of the public domain. Since people do not 
walk on thorns, those areas cannot be considered part of the public 
domain. And Hiyya bar Rav said: Even the place where there are 
thorns and shrubs in the public domain, if they were low, the place is 
considered part of the public domain. However, a place in the public 
domain where there are feces" is not considered part of the public 
domain, as people do not walk there. And Rav Ashi said: Even a place 
in the public domain where there are feces is considered part of the 
public domain, since ultimately people who are rushing to work do not 
take care to avoid it and will step on it. 


HALAKHA 


A bench that is before the pillars - o-tiaya nsw avy: When 
a fixed bench in a public domain is situated before the pillars, if itis 
wider than four handbreadths and between three and ten hand- 
breadths high, its legal status is that of a karmelit, as Rabbi Zeira also 
agreed with that opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
14:4,6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345214). 


Between the pillars — o»tvay7 pa: The halakha is that the area 
between the pillars is considered a public domain. The ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira because he is a later 
amora and the Talmud engages in discussion of his statement 


(Rambam and Josafot). The Rosh and the Rashba disagree (Magen 
Avraham; Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 4:4; see Mishna Berura on Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
345.14). 


Thorns and shrubs. ..feces — Ateiy....971 yap: Anything that is 
placed in the public domain that is three handbreadths or lower, 
e.g, feces, has the legal status of the public domain. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi because he is one of the 
last amoraim (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:10). 
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Rabba from the school of Rav Sheila said: When Rav Dimi came 
from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
There is no karmelit less than four” handbreadths. And Rav Shesh- 
et added and said: And the karmelit extends up to ten hand- 
breadths. With regard to the formulation of Rav Sheshet, the Ge- 
mara wondered: What is the meaning of the phrase: And extends 
up to ten? If you say that it means if there is a partition ten hand- 
breadths high surrounding it then it is considered a karmelit, and 
if not, it is not considered a karmelit. And is it not a karmelit? 
Didn’t Rav Giddel say that Rav Hiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said: 
A house that does not have walls inside it that are ten handbreadths 
high, and with its roofing it reaches a height of ten handbreadths 
above the ground; on its roof, one may carry on all of it, as its roof 
is a private domain in every sense, and inside it, one may only 
carry four cubits, as inside, the height is insufficient to render it a 
private domain, and it retains karmelit status? Apparently, even an 
area less than ten handbreadths high has the legal status of a karmelit. 


Rather, what is the meaning of Rav Sheshet’s formulation: And 

extends up to ten? Apparently, up to ten handbreadths is that 
which is within the parameters of a karmelit, and above ten hand- 
breadths is not a karmelit. And as Shmuel said to Rav Yehuda: 
Keen scholar [shinnana],' do not be involved with questions in 

the matters of Shabbat above ten handbreadths. The Gemara 

elaborates: With regard to what halakha and in the context of what 
issue did Shmuel make this statement? If you say his intention was 

that there is no private domain above ten handbreadths, didn’t 

Rav Hisda say: One who stucka stick in the ground of the private 

domain and threw an object from the public domain and it land- 
ed atop it," even if the stick was a hundred cubits high, he is liable, 
since the private domain extends up to the sky? Apparently, there 

is a private domain even above ten handbreadths. 


Rather, suggest that Shmuel meant that there is no public domain 
above ten handbreadths. It is a mishna, and why would he repeat 
an explicit mishna? As we learned in a mishna: With regard to one 
who throws an object four cubits in the public domain, and the 
object came to rest on a wall standing in the public domain above 
ten handbreadths from the ground, it is as ifhe were throwing an 
object in the air and it never landed. If it came to rest below ten 
handbreadths off the ground, it is as ifhe were throwing an object 
to the ground. That is an explicit mishna stating that the area of 
the public domain does not go beyond ten handbreadths off the 
ground. 


Rather, it must be that Shmuel’s statement was referring to a kar- 
melit; there is no karmelit above ten handbreadths. And, if so, the 
Sages were lenient with regard to a karmelit and applied some 
leniencies of the private domain and some leniencies of the 
public domain. The Gemara elaborates: Some leniencies of the 
private domain: That if there is an area of four handbreadths, 
then it is a karmelit, and if there is not an area of four handbreadths, 
it is merely an exempt domain. Some leniencies of the public 
domain: That until a height of ten handbreadths, it is a karmelit, 
above ten handbreadths is not a karmelit. 


To the matter itself: It was mentioned above that Rav Giddel said 
that Rav Hiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said: A house that does 
not have inside it walls that are ten handbreadths high,’ and with 
its roofing it reaches a height of ten handbreadths above the 
ground; on its roof, one may carry on all of it, as its roof is a pri- 
vate domain in every sense, and inside it, one may only carry four 
cubits, as inside the height is insufficient to render it a private 
domain and it retains karmelit status. 


HALAKHA 


There is no karmelit less than four - Amn moon px 
yarn: A karmelit is an area that is at least four by four 
handbreadths and above or below the public domain 
by anywhere between three and ten handbreadths, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Keen scholar [shinnana] - «332: According to many 
commentaries, Rashi among them, shinnana means 
sharp and it is an honorific that Shmuel conferred upon 
his most prominent student. However, the geonim ex- 
plain, based on old Aramaic vernacular, that shinnana 
means the one with the large teeth, and that was Rav 
Yehuda's nickname. 


NOTES 


One who stuck a stick in the private domain and 
threw an object and it landed atop it — nwa mp y») 
Yas by AN pw pn: This is difficult. Why would it be 
considered as if an act of placing was performed when 
it did not come to rest on a surface of four by four 
handbreadths? Some explain that the requirement 
that placement be performed upon a surface of four 
by four handbreadths only applies to surfaces that 
are not integral parts of the domain itself. However, 
since this stick is part of the private domain, its legal 
status is determined accordingly, even though it lacks 
the requisite size of a significant place (Ran). Others 
explain that in the private domain it is customary to 
build in all shapes and in all areas. Therefore, anything 
that belongs to a private domain has the legal status 
of that domain (Beit Yosef; Levush). 


HALAKHA 

A house that does not have inside it walls that are 
ten handbreadths high - mwy idin pxw ma: if the 
height inside a house is less than ten handbreadths but 
he top of the roof is ten handbreadths off the ground, 
he top of the roof is a full-fledged private domain 
and inside the house is a karmelit. If one dug a space 
of four by four handbreadths inside the house and 
hereby increased the height inside the house to ten 
handbreadths, the entire inside of the house becomes 
a private domain, even if the area dug out is more than 
hree handbreadths from the walls. Others say that the 
area dug out must be within three handbreadths of the 
walls (Magen Avraham based upon the opinion of the 
Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:15). 


BACKGROUND 


House that does not have inside it walls that are ten 
handbreadths high, etc. -= 13) TWy Idina pxw ma: 
In this image, the halakha of Abaye i in a case where 
one dug out an area of four handbreadths inside is 
illustrated. 


House less than ten handbreadths high with dug-out area 
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NOTES 


And if he dug out in the floor of the house an area 
of four by four handbreadths - by TYIN 13 PPM ON) 
TYIN: The fundamental principle is that digging out a 
particular minimal area within the house creates a full- 
fledged private domain. Consequently, the entire house 
is considered a private domain. However, it is not clear 
exactly how the area that he dug out becomes a private 
domain, since there are no partitions. On the one hand, 
it is possible to see here an application of the principle: 
Raise the partition [gode asik], i.e., the walls of the dug- 
out area are considered as if they stretch up to the ceiling 
of the house. Others explain that the boundaries of the 
private domain inside the house are its outer walls, which 
are ten handbreadths above the ground of the dug-out 
area. The ceiling is considered a continuation of those 
partitions, based on the halakha of a curved wall, which 
encloses both the private domain and the holes of the 
private domain (Rosh). 


HALAKHA 
The holes of the private domain - Prt mw TiN: Holes 
that are in the walls of the private domain and whose 
openings face the private domain have the legal status 
of the private domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 14:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:4). 


The holes of the public domain - mata mw sin: Holes 
in the walls of the public domain whose openings face 
he public domain and are three handbreadths or higher 
above the ground are not considered part of the public 
domain. Their legal status is dependent on their height 
off the ground and the size of their area. If their area is 
our by four handbreadths and they are up to ten hand- 
breadths high, they are considered a karmelit. If they are 
higher than ten handbreadths, they are considered the 
private domain, in accordance with Rava's opinion, as 
he halakha is ruled in his favor in disputes with Abaye 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:13). 
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With regard to this halakha, Abaye said: And if he dug out an area of 
four by four handbreadths" in the floor of the house and in the place 

where the digging took place, its height to the ceiling reaches ten 

handbreadths, the house becomes a private domain, and it is permit- 
ted to carry in the entire house. What is the reason for this? Since 

the dug out area is a private domain, the rest of the house is ancillary 
to it, and it assumes the legal status of the holes of the private 

domain," and the holes of the private domain, although they lack 
the measure of a private domain, are considered like the private 

domain itself. As it was stated: Everyone agrees that the holes of the 

private domain are considered like the private domain; since they 
are subsumed within the private domain, they are judged to be like it. 
However, they disagreed with regard to the holes of the public do- 
main." Abaye says: They are considered to be like the public do- 
main. And Rava says: They are not considered to be like the public 

domain; they are either a karmelit or an exempt domain. 


Rava said to Abaye: According to you, who said that the holes of 
the public domain are considered like the public domain, in what 
way is it different from this halakha? As when Rav Dimi came from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This 
addition of karmelit to the Tosefta was only necessary to teach the 
case of a corner adjacent to the public domain. And, according to 
your opinion, let this corner be like the holes of the public domain, 
and its legal status should be that of a public domain itself and not 
that of a karmelit. Abaye answered: There is a distinction between the 
cases. There, the corner, its use is not convenient; here, the holes of 
the public domain, their use is convenient. Since it is convenient to 
utilize the holes of the public domain, and they are in fact utilized, 
they are a public domain in every sense. 


The Gemara raised an additional difficulty for Abaye’s opinion: We 
learned in a mishna with regard to one who throws an object four 
cubits in the public domain, and the object came to rest on a wall 
standing in the public domain above ten handbreadths from the 
ground, it is as if he were throwing an object in the air and it never 
landed. If it came to rest below ten handbreadths off the ground, it 
is as if he were throwing an object to the ground, and he is liable. 
And we discussed this halakha: Whatis the reason that when the wall 
is not ten handbreadths high itis as ifhe threw it to the ground? The 
object did not come to rest on the wall, as presumably the object hit 
the wall and then fell to the ground. Since there was no act of place- 
ment, he did not perform the prohibited labor of carrying in the 
public domain. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said that they learned this mishna as referring 
to a case when he threw a juicy cake of figs that sticks to the wall and 
remains there. And should it enter your mind to say that the holes 
of the public domain are considered like the public domain, why 
do I need to establish the mishna as referring to the case of a juicy 
cake of figs? Let us establish it simply as referring to the case of a 
run-of-the-mill stone or object, and that it came to rest in a hole. 


Sometimes Abaye would answer the question by saying that a stone 
or object is different from a juicy fig in that they come back when 
they are thrown and do not come to rest in the hole. Therefore, it was 
simpler to establish the mishna in the case of a fig. And sometimes 
he would answer it by saying that the mishna is referring to a wall 
that has no hole. And from where does he find support for this ex- 
planation? From that which we learned in the first clause of the 
mishna: One who throws above ten handbreadths from the ground, 
itis as if he is throwing in the air and it never landed. And ifit should 
enter your mind to say that we are speaking here about a wall that 
has a hole in it, why should it be as if he threw it in the air and it 
never landed? It rested in a hole, and that hole is a private domain, as 
it is above ten handbreadths, and in that way the prohibited labor of 
carrying in was performed. 
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And if you say that the mishna is referring to a case where 

holes do not have an area ofat least four by four handbreadths, 
which is common for holes in the wall, and therefore the holes 

have exempt domain status, didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rab- 
bi Hiyya said: One who threw an object above ten hand- 
breadths and the object went and came to rest in a hole of 
any size, we have arrived in this matter at the dispute be- 
tween Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis? The decision whether or 
not there is a prohibition here depends on an analysis of that 

dispute. Rabbi Meir holds that in all cases where a certain 
minimum area is required for a specific halakha to take effect 
and the existing area is smaller, if, theoretically, circumstances 

would allow to carve out and create an area of the requisite size, 
one considers it as if he carves out the space to complete it,"* 
i.e., the space has the legal status as if it was actually enlarged. 
And the Rabbis hold that one does not carve out the space 

to complete it." Rather, the legal status of the area corresponds 

to its actual size. Consequently, according to Rabbi Meir, ifan 

object landed in a small hole, one considers the area as ifit were 

carved out to complete the hole to four by four handbreadths, 
and its legal status is like that of a private domain in every sense. 
Rather, can we not conclude from the mishna that maintains 

that one who throws an object onto a wall above ten hand- 
breadths it is as if he threw it in the air, that it is referring to a 

wall that has no hole in it, and the possibility of carving out 
the space was never raised? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
conclude from it. 


The Gemara again returns to the matter that was mentioned 
above in passing itself [gufa].’ Rav Hisda said: One who 
stuck a stick in the ground of the private domain, and an 
object that he himself threw from the public domain rested 
atop it, even if that stick was a hundred cubits high, he is li- 
able. The reason for this is because the private domain rises 
up to the sky." The Gemara suggests: Let us say that when Rav 
Hisda said his statement, it was in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The tanna’im disagreed with 
regard to a similar issue, as it was taught in a baraita: One who 
threw an object on Shabbat in the public domain, and the 
object rested on a projection of any size, Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi deems him liable and the Rabbis deem him exempt. 
Consequently, only according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is 
there no need for the object to come to rest on an area of a 
specific size, and therefore the statement of Rav Hisda with 
regard to the stick can only be in accordance with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion. 


Regarding this assertion, Abaye said: In the private domain, 
everyone agrees that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Hisda, i.e., that the private domain is consid- 
ered one entity filled from the ground to the sky. However, 
here this baraita is referring to a special case involving a tree 
standing in the private domain and its boughs lean into the 
public domain, and one threw an object from the public do- 
main and it rested upon the boughs of the tree. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi holds that we say: Cast its boughs after its trunk." 
The tree’s branches are considered an extension of its trunk, 
therefore the entire tree is considered a private domain, and 
one who throws onto it is liable. And the Rabbis hold that we 
do not say: Cast its boughs after its trunk, and therefore the 
boughs themselves are not considered to be a private domain, 
but rather an exempt domain, and one who throws atop them 
from the public domain is not liable. 


HALAKHA 
One carves out to complete it - Dowd Pppin: One does not carve 
out an imaginary area in order to increase the size of the space and 
thereby alter its legal status. Rather, each space is assessed according to 
its actual size, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345710). 


One who stuck a stick. ..because the private domain rises up to the 
sky — pw ay mdiy ore MAW aN... Tap yya: Every part of the private 
domain reaches up to the sky. Therefore, if one stuck a stick in the private 
domain, and threw an object from the public domain that came to rest 
on top of it, even if the area of the stick’s surface is less than four by four 
handbreadths, it has the legal status of a full-fledged private domain, 
and he is liable, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:5). 


BACKGROUND = —W¥—_____—_ 
One carves out to complete it - Dw Pppin: According to Rabbi 
Meir, since it is possible to complete the opening in the wall and make 
it square, its legal status is as if it were already carved out in that shape. 
That is also his opinion in other cases. A space is considered to have ap- 
propriate measurements, as long as there is room for it to be completed. 


Wall whose area is calculated as if its opening were along the dotted lines 


The matter itself [gufa] — x43: When a certain matter is cited inciden- 
tally in the course of a discussion of a different topic, the Gemara often 
later discusses that incidental topic more extensively. The term used to 
introduce that discussion is gufa. As a rule, gufa introduces a subject that 
is unrelated to the main topic of the tractate or chapter. 


NOTES 


That Rabbi Meir holds one carves out to complete it and the Rabbis 
hold one does not carve out to complete it - pppin 1a YNA +277 
pba pppin pis sap pan awa: The basic dispute in this matter 
is with regard to a gate built like an arch: Can it be considered as if it 
were square in its upper part as well? According to Rabbi Meir, who 
says that one carves it out to complete it, the space is considered as if 
it were square-shaped, notwithstanding the archway. Apparently, the 
dispute here revolves around the question: To what degree is the space 
evaluated as it is and to what degree is it possible to say that as long as 
it serves a specific purpose, it is considered to have a shape appropriate 
for that purpose? 


HALAKHA 
Boughs and the trunk — 77991 412: If a tree is standing in the private 
domain and its boughs extend into the public domain, its boughs 
are not considered part of the trunk, and they constitute a domain 
unto themselves, an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 14:17). 
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BACKGROUND 


Barrel — mp: A barrel as described in the 
Gemara: He turned it on its mouth. 


Illustration of a Roman reed barrel from talmudic times 


HALAKHA 


One who threw a round barrel into the 
public domain - maya mw nma pY: Any 
vessel that has an area of four by four hand- 
breadths and is ten handbreadths high, i.e., 
the measurements of a private domain, and 
is placed in the public domain, is considered 
a private domain, for example, a cabinet, 
dresser, or barrel. As a result, if that vessel was 
thrown from the private domain to the public 
domain the thrower is exempt. Since its legal 
status is like that of a private domain, hala- 
khically, the object was actually thrown from a 
private domain and remained in a private do- 
main (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 14:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:6). 


Barrel...ten high — mwy mnia...nma: Any 
object thrown into the “public domain whose 
upper edge is above ten handbreadths, as 
long as its length and width are four by 
four handbreadths for a height of ten hand- 
breadths, is considered to be in its own 
domain. Consequently, one who threw it is 
exempt as per the opinion of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:19). 


He turned it over on its mouth — by TKD 
m9: Apparently, the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Ashi that a ves- 
sel, even if it is turned over on its mouth, is 
judged according to the actual length of its 
sides. The principle of lavud is not applied to 
consider them longer than they are (Ramban; 
Rashbam). 


Pillar that is nine handbreadths in the public 
domain - pata nwa mywn Tay: Ifa pillar 
in the public domain is less than three hand- 
breadths high, it is part of the public domain. 
f it is between three and nine handbreadths 
high, with an area of four by four hand- 
breadths, its legal status is that of a karmelit. 
f it is less than four by four handbreadths, i 
is an exempt domain. A pillar that is exactly 
nine handbreadths high, and others say be- 
ween nine and ten handbreadths (Rosh), i 
he multitudes adjust the burden son their 
shoulders upon it, its legal status is that o 
he public domain. If the pillar was ten hand- 
breadths or higher, with an area of four by four 
handbreadths, it is a private domain. If it has 
an area of less than four by four, it is an exemp 
domain, as per Ulla’s opinion and according to 
he consensus among the different opinions 
of the various commentaries (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 345710). 
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Abaye said: One who threw a round reed barrel’ into the public domain," 
and the barrel is ten handbreadths high" and its diameter is not six hand- 
breadths wide," is liable. Since its diameter is less than six handbreadths, its 
area is less than the area of four handbreadths squared. Therefore, this barrel is 
considered an object, and if he threw it from the private domain to the public 
domain he is liable. However, if the diameter of the barrel was six handbreadths 
wide, he is exempt. Since the area of the barrel is greater than the area of four 
handbreadths squared, it is considered an independent private domain, and he 
did not perform an act of throwing an object from one domain to another 
domain. 


Rava said: Even if it was not six handbreadths wide he is exempt. What is the 
reason for this? He is exempt because it is impossible that the ends of the 
reeds protruding from the weave of the barrel will not extend above ten 
handbreadths. Consequently, the entire barrel never entered the public domain, 
as part of it remains in a non-liable place, i.e., ten handbreadths off the ground 
of the public domain. 


If he turned the barrel that is less than six handbreadths wide over on its 
mouth," i.e., if he threw it with its mouth facing down, even if the barrel was 
only seven handbreadths and a bit" high, he is still liable, as the legal status of 
this barrel is equivalent to that of any other object that lands there. However, if 
the height of this barrel was seven and a half handbreadths, he is exempt. 
Within three handbreadths of the ground, the principle of lavud takes effect: An 
object within three handbreadths of the ground has the legal status of being 
connected to the ground. The sides of the barrel extend to the ground and then 
itis considered as if the barrel already touched the ground of the public domain, 
even though it is actually still three handbreadths away, while its upper part 
remains an exempt domain. It is as if this was a barrel higher than ten hand- 
breadths. 


Rav Ashi said: Even if the height of the barrel was seven and a half hand- 
breadths, he is liable, as the sides of the barrel are not considered to be higher 
than they are in reality. What is the reason for this? The reason is because 
partitions are made exclusively for the inside of the barrel. The sides of the 
barrel play no role beyond the barrel itself, and therefore there is no room to 
extend the sides by means of the principle of lavud. Therefore, ifthe barrel itself 
is not higher than ten handbreadths, it is merely an object. 


Ulla said: A pillar that is nine" handbreadths high, standing in the public 
domain," and many people adjust the burden on their shoulders upon it, and 
one threw an object from the private domain and it rested atop the pillar, he 
is liable. What is the reason for this? It is based on this principle: Anything 
protruding from the public domain: If it is less than three handbreadths off 
the ground, and the multitudes step on it, it is considered to be part of the 
ground. If it is from three to nine handbreadths, they, the multitudes, neither 
step on it nor adjust the burden on their shoulders on it, and it is not consid- 
ered part of the public domain. However, a protrusion nine handbreadths high, 
certainly the multitudes adjust the burden on their shoulders on it. Since the 
multitudes utilize it, it is considered a public domain, despite its height. 


NOTES 


Six wide — Aww man: The commentaries wondered: Why does the 
barrel need to be six handbreadths wide? For its top to have an area 
of four by four handbreadths, it is sufficient if its diameter is a bit more 
than five and a half handbreadths, 5.656 handbreadths to be exact. 
Some explain that this calculation is of the area within the barrel. Includ- 
ing the thickness of the sides of the barrel, it is six handbreadths wide 
on the outside (Rabbeinu Hananel). According to Rashi and Josafot, 
he Gemara rounded off the number slightly upward to be stringent. 
Rambam explains that numbers are rounded off because there is no 
way to achieve complete precision in numbers that denote the smallest 
ractions of the whole (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


He turned it over on its mouth - maby m93: The Ra'avad reads here: 
He bent it over on its mouth. He explains that the reference here is to 
a barrel that is ten handbreadths high, however, he folded the upper 
sides of the barrel down into it. The folded sides are considered as if 
hey were upright. 


And a bit — mW: A bit is not quantifiable. However, it too has a 
certain minimum measure, although it is smaller than the standard 


measures. That is how the expression: Two bits, in the sense of twice 
this minimal measure, is possible (Tosafot). 


Pillar that is nine - mywn “ay: There are many different opinions 
among the Sages with egard to the conditions relevant to this pillar. 
Some say that the pillar in question is one whose height is precisely 
nine handbreadths (Rashi and others). Others say that any pillar be- 
tween nine and ten handbreadths high is included in this halakha 
(Rosh; Meiri, and others). There are also differing opinions with regard 
to the width of the pillar. Some say that this only applies if it is four by 
four handbreadths (Ra’avad). Others say that the halakha is the same 
even if it is less than four by four (Rashi; Rambam). They also differ with 
regard to adjusting the burden on one’s shoulders. Some say that this 
applies specifically to a case where the multitudes actually adjust the 
burden on their shoulders upon it (Rashi in tractate Eiruvin; Ra’avad 
according to Rashba and Maggid Mishne), but if they do not actually 
do so, the halakha does not apply. Others say that if it is the appropri- 
ate size for adjusting one’s burden that is sufficient (Rambam). There 
are other opinions that combine these views (see the corresponding 
note in the Halakha section). 
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Based on Ulla’s statement, Abaye said to Rav Yosef: A hole in the ground 
of the public domain, which is several handbreadths deep, what is its legal 
status? Is it also considered, in accordance with Ulla’s principle, part of the 
public domain? In general, with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, there is 
no distinction between an area elevated above its surroundings and an area 
depressed below its surroundings. Rav Yosef said to him: And the same is 
true in a hole; these halakhot apply. Rava said: In a hole, these halakhot 
do not apply. What is the reason for this? Since use under duress is not 
considered use, and the use of a pit even ifit is nine handbreadths deep is 
inconvenient, and it is not comparable to a pillar of the same height. 


Rav Adda bar Mattana raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from that 
which was taught in a baraita: One whose basket was placed in the public 
domain and it was ten handbreadths high and four wide, one may neither 
move an object from it to the public domain nor from the public domain 
to it, since its legal status is that of a private domain. Ifit were less than that 
height, one may carry from it to the public domain and vice versa. The 
baraita adds: And the same is true for a hole. Is this statement not referring 
to the latter clause of the baraita: One may carry from a pit which is less 
than ten handbreadths deep to the public domain? This supports the opin- 
ion of Rav Yosef, that a hole is subsumed within the public domain. Rava 
rejected this: This statement is not referring to the latter clause of the barai- 
ta, but rather to the first clause of the baraita: It is like a basket in that one 
may not carry from a hole ten handbreadths deep to the public domain 
because it is a full-fledged private domain. However, no conclusion may be 
drawn with regard to a hole less than ten handbreadths deep. 


Rav Adda bar Mattana raised another objection to Rava’s opinion from 
what was taught in a different baraita, which deals with the laws of joining 
of borders: 


One who intended to establish his Shabbat abode in the public domain 
at a specific site must place food sufficient for two meals for that site to be 
considered his legal residence. And ifhe placed the food used for his eiruv' 
in a pit above ten handbreadths, i.e., less than ten handbreadths below 
ground level, his eiruv is an eiruv. If he placed the eiruv below ten’ hand- 
breadths from ground level, his eiruv is not an eiruv. Because the pit is a 
private domain and he may not carry the eiruv from that private domain to 
a public domain, where he has established his residence, the eiruv is invalid. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify the details of this case. What are the exact 
circumstances? If you say that the baraita is referring to a pit that has ten 
handbreadths in depth and the phrase: And he placed it above ten hand- 
breadths, means that he raised the eiruv and placed it within ten hand- 
breadths of ground level, and the phrase: Below ten handbreadths, means 
that he lowered the eiruv and placed it ten handbreadths or more below 
ground level, what difference does it make to me if the eiruv is above ten 
handbreadths and what difference does it make to me if it is below ten 
handbreadths? In any case, the pit is a private domain, and the principle 
states that the private domain extends from its lowest point to the sky. There 
is no difference whether the eiruv was placed higher or lower. In any case, 
he is in one place, in the public domain, and his eiruv is in another place, 
in the private domain. Since he cannot take the eiruv out of the pit, his eiruv 
is not an eiruv. 


He intended to establish his Shabbat.. 


ADDY mN.. maw) mən): The eiruv mentioned here is the join- 
ing of borders leiruv tehumin]. The Sages decreed that one may not 
go more than two thousand cubits beyond the limits of the city in 
which one is located on Shabbat. However, in special circumstances, 
primarily for the sake of a mitzva, they allowed one to place food 
sufficient for two meals within two thousand cubits of the city limits 


NOTES 
.and placed his eiruv, etc. - 


during the day, before Shabbat. One thereby establishes that place 
as his residence and, consequently, is permitted to walk within a 
2,000 cubit radius of that place. Although there is no obligation to eat 
the eiruv, the food set aside for the eiruv must be fit for consumption 
when Shabbat begins because that is the moment when one’s place 
of residence is determined. It is then that he must have the possibility 
to take it and eat it if he so desires. 


NOTES 


In a hole - 1332: In addition to the practical 
similarity between a pit and a pillar, some explain 
the use of a pit in other ways. Some say that it is 
common for the multitudes to utilize a pit in the 
public domain to conceal their belongings. Since 
they utilize it, its legal status is like that of the public 
domain (Rashba; see Rashi). Others explain that 
the reference is to a pit which is easily accessible; 
if the pit is nine handbreadths deep, people enter 
itand adjust the burdens on their shoulders on the 
ground of the public domain. 


HALAKHA 


In a hole — 1134: A pit in the public domain that 
is less than three handbreadths deep is part of 
the public domain. A hole between three and 
nine handbreadths deep with an area of four by 
four handbreadths is a karmelit. If it is not four by 
four handbreadths, it is an exempt domain. If it is 
ten or more handbreadths deep and four by four 
handbreadths, it is a private domain. In that case 
as well, if it is less than four by four, it is an exempt 
domain, as per the statement of Rava (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Above and below ten - mwya ma mya: In 
order to determine the halakhic status of the pit, 
draw an imaginary line which is ten handbreadths 
below ground level. 

Consequently, the expression above ten hand- 
breadths refers to a case where the bottom of the 
pit is above that line, and therefore it is a karme- 
lit. Below ten handbreadths is referring to a case 
where the bottom of the pit is below that line, and 
therefore it is a private domain. 


Measurements to determine the halakhic status of a pit 
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HALAKHA 


He was in the public domain and his eiruv was in 
a karmelit - mya jay WATT mM N: If one 
placed his eiruvin a karmelit and he wasin a different 
domain, it is an effective eiruv, as at the time that the 
eiruv took effect on Shabbat eve at twilight he was 
permitted to take it, as per the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 
6:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:2). 


Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they 
did not issue the decree during twilight - 127 bs 
nivaw7 pa voy mB x maw own KIT: The Sages 
did not issue decrees during twilight, especially i in 
cases of a mitzva or exigent circumstances (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 307:22). 


Swamp - 092 pp: A swamp shallower than ten 
handbreadths that passes in a public domain 
through which the multitudes walk is part of the 
public domain. If it is ten handbreadths deep and it 
is four by four handbreadths, it is a karmelit. If it is not 
four by four, it is an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:24). 


NOTES 


Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they 
did not issue the decree during twilight - 337 bs 
nivaw7 pa voy wma x maw own KIT: Although 
the term shevut has a more limited definition, in 
several places the Sages use this concept to con- 
note any decree that they issued with regard to 
Shabbat. Some explain that during twilight there 
is uncertainty whether it is day or night and since 
the shevut is a decree by rabbinic law, the guiding 
principle should be: An uncertainty with regard to a 
case involving rabbinic law should be resolved with 
leniency. Consequently, decrees would not apply at 
that time (Rashi). 


Passage under duress...usage under duress, 
ete. — PITT by waw.. pT p by tom: Some 
explain that Rav Yosef, who ruled that a pit nine 
handbreadths deep is considered part of the public 
domain, did not base his statement on its similarity to 
a pillar nine handbreadths high. Rather, he based the 
halakha on the mishna that a swamp, which is a pit in 
the public domain, is considered like that domain. As 
a result, it was necessary for Rava to emphasize that 
there is a difference between passing under duress 
and other uses under duress (Rashba in the name of 
Rabbeinu Yona). 
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Rather, is the baraita not referring to a pit that does not have in it a depth 
of ten handbreadths? And the baraita should be understood as follows: 
Ifhe placed his eiruv below ten handbreadths, refers to a pit whose lowest 
point is ten handbreadths or more below ground level. If he placed his 
eiruv above ten handbreadths, refers to a pit that is less than ten hand- 
breadths deep and is not a private domain. And, with regard to that case, 
it was taught that his eiruv is an eiruv. Consequently, usage under du- 
ress in a pit that is less than ten handbreadths deep is considered usage, 
and a pit of that kind is a full-fledged part of the public domain. 


Rava suggested various responses to this objection. At times he would 
answer him that it is referring to a case where both he and his eiruv are 
in a karmelit, i.e., that he intended to establish residence in a karmelit and 
placed his eiruv there. The pit is less than ten handbreadths deep, and 
consequently, both he and his eiruv are in the same domain. And why 
does the baraita call his place of residence the public domain? Because 
it is not the private domain. 


And at times he would answer him that it is referring to a case where he 
was, indeed, in the public domain and his eiruv was in a karmelit," as a 
pit that is not ten handbreadths deep is not part of the public domain, 
rather it is a karmelit. With regard to the question, how can this be con- 
sidered a legitimate eiruv as it is forbidden to carry from a karmelit to a 
public domain as well, this baraita is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: Anything that is prohibited on Shabbat 
and its prohibition is not by Torah law, rather it is due to a rabbinic de- 
cree [shevut], the Sages did not issue the decree to apply during 
twilight," which is neither definitive day nor definitive night. Conse- 
quently, at the time that the eiruv was placed in the karmelit it was permis- 
sible for him to carry it to the public domain. Since an eiruv takes effect 
even if itis fit for use just one moment during twilight on Shabbat eve, his 
eiruv is effective. 


And Rava said to Rav Adda bar Mattana: Do not say that I am just put- 
ting you off with these answers. Rather, what I am saying to you is ac- 
curate. The opinion that usage under duress is not considered usage is a 
bona fide opinion and the suggested answers are appropriate explanations 
of that baraita. As we learned in a mishna: If there was a swamp" and 
the public domain passes through it, one who throws an object into it 
at a distance of four cubits is liable just like anyone who carried four 
cubits in the public domain. And how deep is this swamp? It is less than 
ten handbreadths. The mishna adds: And with regard to a swamp that 
the public domain passes through it, one who throws four cubits into 
the swamp is liable. 


The difficulty concerning the repetition of the same topic with virtually 
identical words is clear, and therefore: Granted, it is possible to explain, 
that swamp swamp was repeated twice; one case is referring to the 
summer, and one case is referring to the rainy season. And it is neces- 
sary to emphasize that this ruling is in effect both in the summer and in 
the winter. As, had the mishna told us this halakha only in the summer, 
we would have said that since people commonly pass through the swamp 
to cool themselves, it is considered part of the public domain. However, 
in the rainy season I would have said it is not part of the public domain. 
And conversely, had the mishna told us this halakha only in the rainy 
season, I would have said that since he is filthy anyway, it happens that 
he is not cautious and enters into the swamp. However, in the summer, 
when he is not dirty with mud, I would have said that it is not part of the 
public domain. Therefore, it was necessary for the mishna to repeat 
swamp twice, to teach us that this halakha applies at all times. 


However, why do I need the mishna to state twice that the public domain 
passes through that swamp? Rather, shouldn’t one conclude from this 
that passage, even when it is under duress, and not free and easy, is 
considered passage, but usage under duress" is not considered usage? 
It was necessary to emphasize that the public domain actually passes 
through it. If the multitudes do not pass through it and it was only used 
under duress, it would not have been considered a public domain. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed conclude from this. 
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Somewhat related to the case of the barrel discussed earlier which was 
a case of moving an object without liability, the Gemara cites that Rav 
Yehuda said: That bundle of reeds that he stood upright and threw 
down, stood upright and threw down" repeatedly, he is not liable 
for carrying it four cubits in the public domain until he lifts it off the 
ground. As long as he did not lift it from the ground, even though he 
moved it a long way, he did not perform the acts of lifting and placing 
which are prohibited by Torah law, as at least one part of the bundle 
always remained on the ground. 


The Master said: A person standing on the threshold may take an 
object from the homeowner standing in the private domain and may 
give an object to him. Similarly, while standing there, he may take an 
object from a poor person standing in the public domain and may 
give an object to him because there is no element of prohibition or 
liability in carrying in and carrying out in an exempt domain on Shab- 
bat. The Gemara asks: This threshold, what is it; to what type of 
threshold is it referring? Different thresholds have different halakhic 
status. 


If you say that it is referring to a threshold that is the public domain, 
i.e., the threshold of an alleyway that is fewer than three handbreadths 
off the ground and is not covered, and the post that demarcates the 
parameters of the alleyway is situated between the public domain and 
the alleyway, how can the Tosefta say that he may take an object from 
the homeowner? Isn’t he carrying out from the private domain to 
the public domain? 


Rather, say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold that is the pri- 
vate domain, in a case where it is covered, or it is situated between 

the post that demarcates the parameters of the alleyway and the pri- 
vate domain, or it is ten handbreadths high and its area is at least four 
by four handbreadths. How then can the Tosefta say that he may take 

an object from a poor person? Isn’t he carrying in from the public 

domain to the private domain? 


Rather, say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold that is a karme- 
lit, i.e., it is not ten handbreadths high and it is four by four hand- 
breadths; how can the Tosefta say that he may take and give even ab 
initio? Ultimately, in this case, there is nevertheless a prohibition. 
Even though a karmelit does not engender liability by Torah law, car- 
rying from it is prohibited by rabbinic law and is certainly not 
permitted ab initio. 


Rather, say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold that is merely 
an exempt domain, and therefore there is no prohibition at all. In 
what circumstances is it an exempt domain? In a case where it does 
not have an area of four by four handbreadths, and it is therefore not 
considered a domain with regard to liability on Shabbat. And that 
halakha is similar to that statement made when Rav Dimi came from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia and he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A 
place that does not have an area of four by four handbreadths and 
is set apart, it is permissible for both the people of the private do- 
main and for the people of the public domain to adjust the burden 
on their shoulders upon it on Shabbat, as long as they do not ex- 
change" objects between them from one domain to the other domain. 


The Master also said in the Tosefta: A person standing on the thresh- 
old may take an object from the homeowner and give an object to him, 
and he may take an object from the poor person or give an object to 
him, as long as he does not take the object from the homeowner and 
give it to a poor person or from a poor person and give it to the 
homeowner. And, however, if he took an object from one and gave 
it to the other, certainly no labor prohibited by Torah law was per- 
formed in that case, and all three of them are exempt. The Gemara 
asks: Say that this will be a conclusive refutation of Rava’s opinion, 
as Rava said: One who transfers an object from the beginning of 
four cubits to the end of four cubits in the public domain, even 
though he transferred it above the upper boundary of the public 
domain 


HALAKHA 


That bundle of reeds that he stood upright and threw 
down, stood upright and threw down — 397 KIYPNI 
PON M127 ADP NAN: If he stood an object, e.g., a bundle 
of reeds, upright and threw it down on Shabbat, it is not 
considered lifting, as long as he did not lift it completely 
off the ground, as per the statement of Rav Yehuda. How- 
ever, one who rolls or drags an object four cubits on the 
ground is considered to have carried in every sense (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:11). 


Rather, a threshold that is merely an exempt domain... 
as long as they do not exchange - Dip mappy xx 
wor hw 1390.. sada ws: One standing in ei- 
ther the private or public domain is permitted to bring 
an object into and take it out of an exempt domain, as 
in the case of a threshold. By rabbinic law, it is prohibited 
for one standing in an exempt domain to transfer an 
object between a private domain and a public domain 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 346:1). 
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Though he transferred it via the airspace above it — J14 Wwayaw +9 by qx 
voy: One who transfers an object four cubits in the public domain, even 
though he transferred it while holding it above his head, is liable. The Ra’avad 
explains the phrase: Via the airspace above it, in accordance with the explana- 
tion of Rabbeinu Hananel as referring to one standing in the public domain 
and passed an object from his right side four cubits to his left side. When the 
object is directly opposite him, it is as if the object was placed in an exempt 
domain. Nevertheless, since he did not actually place it there, he is liable. Ap- 
parently, the Rambam also agrees with this halakha (Maggid Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim Hilkhot Shabbat 12:14). 


Post within the entrance - nnsa Jina mb: Since there is an area within the 
entrance, it is considered like a small alleyway. In order to permit carrying in 
this area, it is necessary to establish a post at the outer edge of the entrance. 


Post on the left side of the entrance 
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via the airspace above it," i.e., he raised the object more 
than ten handbreadths above the ground of the public 
domain, which is an exempt domain, still he is liable for 
carrying in the public domain. On the other hand, in the 
Tosefta it says that if the object passed through an exempt 
domain, he is exempt by Torah law from punishment for 
passing it from domain to domain. The Gemara rejects 
that refutation as there is room to distinguish between 
the cases: There, in the halakha stated by Rava, the ob- 
ject did not come to rest in an exempt domain; it mere- 
ly passed through its airspace. However, here, when 
transferred via the threshold, the object came to rest in 
an exempt domain, and as a result, the act of carrying 
out was divided into two separate actions, neither of 
which involves a Torah prohibition. 


Later in the Tosefta, Aherim say: Depending on the 
circumstances, a threshold serves two domains: When 
the entrance is open, the threshold is subsumed within 
the house and it is considered to be a private domain 
like the inside of the house. And when the entrance is 
locked, the threshold is not subsumed within the house, 
and it is considered to be a public domain like the 
outside. 


The Gemara wonders: When the entrance is open the 

threshold is considered to be like a private domain, and 

is this so even though it does not have a post on its 

side? Didn’t Rav Hama bar Gurya say that Rav said: 
The opening in the wall, i.e., the doorway, requires an- 
other post in order to permit carrying there? A sym- 
bolic partition must be established at the side of the 

opening for that doorway to be considered closed and 

render carrying within it permissible like a full-fledged 

private domain. In the Tosefta, no mention was made of 
the need for a post of that kind.®" 


And if you say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold 
that does not have an area of four by four handbreadths, 
which is not considered an independent area and there- 
fore does not require a post, didn’t Rav Hama bar Gu- 
rya say that Rav said explicitly: The opening, even 
though it does not have an area of four by four hand- 
breadths, requires another post in order to permit 
carrying there? 


| NOTES - 


Though he transferred it via the airspace above it - 
voy q7 tava 9 by ax: Some explain that this is 

referring to a case where he transferred the object from 

his right hand to his left and he passed it over his head 

(Rabbeinu Hananel). 


The laws of partitions — nisma 17: The halakhot 
of Shabbat and many other halakhot are dependent 
upon the existence of partitions. A solid, high parti- 
tion that seals a certain opening is a definite bound- 
ary. However, in reality, boundaries of that kind are 
not present in every case. Thus, the question arises: 
What constitutes a full-fledged boundary and what 
constitutes a symbolic boundary? The determining 


principles in this matter are complex, detailed halakhot 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The principle of lavud 
establishes that a space less than three handbreadths 
wide is considered sealed. The principle of gode, which 
means extend, states that certain boundaries are con- 
sidered to be extended and lowered or extended and 
raised. Another principle that applies here is: The edge 
of the roof descends and seals, which states that the 
outer edge of the roof over a house or an alleyway is 
considered as if it descends and creates a partition that 
reaches the ground. However, the principle is relevant 
only when the roof has an edge of some sort, and 
when its area is more than four by four handbreadths. 
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Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Here we are dealing with 
the threshold of an alleyway open to the public domain on 
only one side. Although, by Torah law, it is considered a 
private domain, the Sages required him to establish a fourth 
symbolic partition on the side open to the public domain. 
This alleyway was covered, and this covering extended to 
part of the threshold in a manner that half of it is covered® 
and half of it is not covered, and the covering is over the 
part of the threshold toward the inside. In that case, if the 
entrance is open, its legal status is like that of the inside, as 
it is considered as if there were a partition extending from 
the edge of the roofing above to below, based on the halakhic 
principle: Lower the partition. The opening of the alleyway 
is thereby sealed, rendering it a private domain. However, 
when the entrance is locked, it is no longer possible to 
consider the covering as a partition, and therefore the part 
of the threshold that is beyond the locked door of the 
alleyway is considered like the outside, i.e., like a public 
domain. 


Rav Ashi said: Actually, we can say that we are dealing with 
the threshold of a house, and in a special circumstance, a 
case where he covered the threshold with two beams.’ 
Furthermore, neither this beam is four handbreadths wide, 
nor is that beam four handbreadths wide, and there is not 
a gap of three handbreadths between this one and that one, 
and there is a door between the two beams. In this case, 
when the entrance is open, since there is a space of less than 
three handbreadths between the beams and, based on the 
principle of lavud, any space less than three handbreadths is 
considered non-existent, the two beams are considered to 
be one wide beam. It is considered as if there were a parti- 
tion extending from the edge of the roofing above to below, 
based on the halakhic principle: Lower the partition. The 
threshold is thereby sealed and considered a full-fledged 
private domain like the inside. However, when the en- 
trance is locked, the two beams do not join together to 
become one anymore. Since the door creates a separation 
between them and the outer beam is less than four hand- 
breadths wide, it is not considered a roof from which a par- 
tition extends to the ground, and the area under this beam 
is considered to be a public domain like the outside. 


The Sage also said in the Tosefta that if the threshold was 
ten handbreadths high and four by four handbreadths wide, 
it is an independent domain, even if it was inside a private 
domain. The Gemara comments: This supports the opinion 
of Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi, as Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi said 
that Rabbi Meir used to say: Any place that you find two 
domains, i.e., two places, each of which is sufficiently dis- 
tinct to be an independent domain, and even though they 
are halakhically one domain," i.e., in a case where a pillar 
that is ten handbreadths high and four by four wide is 
standing in the private domain, even though the pillar is a 
private domain based on its measurements, it is prohibited 
by rabbinic law to adjust a burden on one’s shoulders upon 
it and to lift an object from the ground of the private domain 
and place it atop the pillar, as the pillar is deemed by its 
measurements to be an independent domain. It is prohib- 
ited by a decree issued by the Sages due to a similar situa- 
tion, the case ofa mound of that size in the public domain. 
In the public domain, lifting an object from the ground and 
placing it on the mound constitutes a violation of the Torah 
prohibition of carrying out from the public domain to the 
private domain. Therefore, the Sages prohibited placing an 
object on a pillar even in the private domain. 


BACKGROUND 


Alleyway, half of it is covered — mjipn P¥NW tian: When the door 
is open, as in the image below, the alleyway, which is a full-fledged 
private domain, as it is surrounded on three sides, extends until the far 
edge of the beam, which is the symbolic fourth partition. The thresh- 
old beneath the beam is then part of the private domain. However, 
when the door is closed, the door serves as the fourth partition. In that 
case, the beam and the area beneath it are beyond the private domain. 


Partially covered alleyway 


Threshold with two beams — nivip nwa napo: When the door is 
open, as in the image below, the two beams are considered attached, 
based upon the principle of lavud. The threshold, even under the outer 
beam, is a private domain, based upon the principle: The edge of the 
roof descends and seals. However, when the door is locked, there is 
only one beam less than four handbreadths wide outside, and the 
threshold under it does not have the legal status of a private domain. 


A) Beam less than four handbreadths wide 
B) Space between the beams, less than three handbreadths 


Q Beam less than four handbreadths wide 


NOTES 
Two domains and they are one domain — NNN nwt FT nw AW: 
Some explain that Rabbi Meir only established this principle in a do- 
main that belongs to different people and is a private domain only 
as far as Shabbat is concerned; it constitutes two domains as far as 
transactions are concerned. He did not issue the decree in a private 
domain that belongs to one person (Rashba). 
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NOTES 


A person may not sit before the barber, etc. - oT% aW? x 
3507 nab: This mishna does not discuss the halakhot of Shab- 
bat at all, as these activities are prohibited on weekdays as well. 
The commentaries explained its relevance here in various ways. 
Some explained that since the next mishna deals specifically with 
prohibitions in effect before Shabbat, as a prelude, this mishna 
enumerates actions prohibited throughout the afternoon on 
Shabbat eve (Meir/). Others explain that the prohibitions here 
are among the eighteen decrees issued that day, enumerated 
ater in this chapter. These decrees were issued first (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna). 


Minha gedola and minha ketana - nap mits mara: The times 
of the afternoon prayer are dependent on the times when the 
daily afternoon offering was sacrificed. There are two significant 
times for this offering, which are characterized as between the 
evenings [bein ha‘arbayim]. One is slightly after noon, when the 
sun begins to tend westward. The second is when the sun is al- 
ready clearly in the west, at approximately the midpoint between 
the time that the sun begins to set, slightly after noon, and sunset. 


LANGUAGE 


Tannery [burseki] — oA: The fundamental origin of the word 
is from the Greek Bupoets, byrseus, meaning one who processes 
hides. The word burseki developed to mean a place where animal 
hides are tanned, as bursikos is the term for matters relating to 
tanning hides. 
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A person may not sit before the barber, etc. - O1% 2%? x 
1507 pb: One may not begin even a standard haircut or un- 
complicated work adjacent, i.e., a half-hour prior, to the time 
of minha gedola, as there is room for concern that unforeseen 
circumstances may arise, causing the activity to extend until the 
evening, as per the opinion of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 232:2 
and see Magen Avraham). 


A person may not enter the bathhouse and may not enter to 
work in a tannery, etc. — a1 pos xy yay DT Daa xd: A 
person may neither enter a bathhouse, even if he enters merely 
to sweat (Magen Avraham), nor a tannery adjacent to the time 
of minha gedola, as there is room for concern that unforeseen 
circumstances may arise, causing the activity to extend unti 
the evening (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 232:2). 


And he may neither enter to eat -biah h: There are severa 
opinions with regard to the practical halakhic ramifications o 
the talmudic discussion here. Some ruled that even a smal 
meal is prohibited adjacent to minha gedola, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov (Rif; Rambam; Shulhan 
Arukh). Others ruled that only a big meal is prohibited adjacen 


42 


PEREK 1: 9B: :D47’K p15 


HALAKHA 


MI S HN A After having dealt with the limited and 

defined topic of the halakhot of carrying 
out on Shabbat, the mishna begins to deal with the halakhot of 
Shabbat chronologically, beginning with activities that one may 
not perform prior to the onset of Shabbat. With regard to one’s 
daily conduct, the mishna says: A person may not sit before 
the barber" adjacent to the time of minha until he recites the 
afternoon prayer. And a person may not enter the bathhouse 
and may not enter to work in a tannery [burseki]." And he 
may neither begin to eat" a meal nor to sit in judgment" until 
he prays. And however, if they already began engaging in those 
activities, they need not stop" and recite the Amida prayer. The 
tanna articulated a principle: One stops engaging in all of these 
activities to recite Shema" and one does not stop to recite the 
Amida prayer. 


GEMARA First, the Gemara seeks to clarify: 

Which “adjacent to minha,’ in other 
words, adjacent to which minha is the mishna referring? There 
is a difference between the time of greater minha [minha gedola], 
which begins approximately a half hour after noon, and the time 
of lesser minha [minha ketana]," which begins approximately 
two and a half hours before sunset. The Gemara elaborates: If 
you say that it is prohibited to perform all of these activities 
adjacent to minha gedola, why not? Isn’t there still much time 
remaining in the day? Rather, the mishna means adjacent to 
minha ketana. 


The Gemara asks: In that case, if they started, they need not 

stop. Let us say that this will be a conclusive refutation of the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben 

Levi said: Once the time of the afternoon prayer has arrived, 
it is prohibited for a person to taste anything before he recites 

the afternoon prayer. The implication is that even if one began 

to eat he must stop. 


to minha gedola (Tur in the name of Rabbeinu Tam). Accord- 
ing to that opinion, the halakha is in accordance with the first, 
unattributed version of the Gemara, with regard to which there 
was a consensus (Beit Yosef). Others say that even a big meal 
is permitted adjacent to minha gedola, as the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi was not accepted as halakha (tractate Be- 
rakhot 28b, p. 185). Consequently, the halakha in the mishna is 
relevant only with regard to minha ketana and applies even 
to a small meal (Ran and Rashba in the name of Rabbeinu 
Zerahya HaLevi; Beit Yosef). Some say that even adjacent to 
minha ketana, a small meal is permitted (Tur in the name of 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak; Rosh in the name of Rabbeinu Tam). Accord- 
ing to that opinion, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's statement was 
rejected and the opinion that maintains that one need not be 
concerned if matters continue longer than usual was accepted 
(Beit Yosef). The Rema rules that the custom is in accordance 
with the most lenient opinion, although it is proper for one 
to be stringent and refrain from partaking of a big meal even 
adjacent to minha gedola (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
6:5; Tur, Orah Hayyim 232; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 232:2). 


Nor to sit in judgment — ay) xy: A person may not sit in judg- 
ment adjacent to minha gedola, even if he already heard the 


claims of the litigants. The reason is that, conceivably, even at 
that stage, he could adopt a different approach and reconsider 
his decision. Meanwhile, the time of the afternoon prayer will 
pass (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 232:2, Hoshen Mishpat 5:4). 


And if they already began they need not stop — donna OX) 
poan prs: The halakha was established in accordance with 
our mishna. One who began any of the activities that were 
enumerated, i.e., work, meal or judgment, even if he started 
after minha gedola, is not obligated to interrupt the activity to 
recite the afternoon prayer. However, that is the halakha only if 
sufficient time would remain for him to recite the prayer after 
he completed the activity. If not, he must stop immediately 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 235:2 and Hoshen Mishpat 5:4). 


One stops to recite Shema - yaw nN) nino pp pai: Half an 
hour prior to the time that the obligation to recite Shema begins, 
it is prohibited to eat, sleep, or engage in any of the activities 
prohibited adjacent to minha (Mishna Berura). If he began, he 
must interrupt his meal to recite Shema, but he need not inter- 
rupt his meal to recite the Amida prayer (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 232:2 and in the comment of the Rema). 
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Rather, that explanation is rejected and the Gemara says: Actually 
the mishna is referring to adjacent to minha gedola, and the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is dealing with adjacent to minha 
ketana. In response to the question: If the mishna means adjacent 
to minha gedola isn’t there significant time remaining in the day? The 
Gemara explains that each of the activities enumerated in the mish- 
nais performed in an especially time-consuming manner. When the 
mishna said: A person may not sit before the barber, it was referring 
to a haircut of ben Elasa,’ whose haircut was very complicated and 
required several hours to complete. When the mishna said: A per- 
son may not go into the bathhouse adjacent to minha, it was refer- 
ring to all matters involved in a visit to the bathhouse; not only 
washing, but also washing one’s hair, rinsing, and sweating. And he 
may not enter the tannery adjacent to minha, the reference is to a 
large tannery where there are many hides that require tanning and 
he must initiate the tanning process from the beginning. And he 
may not enter to eat, the reference is to a big meal," which lasts a 
long time. And he may not enter to sit in judgment, refers to a judge 
who enters at the beginning of the trial, and, generally, it will take 
along time until a verdict is reached. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Indeed the mishna can be explained as 
referring to minha gedola and actually, even our ordinary haircut is 
prohibited. Ab initio, why may he not sit before the barber adjacent 
to the time of minha? Due to a decree lest the scissors break, and 
considerable time pass until they repair the scissors or obtain others. 
When the mishna said: A person may not enter the bathhouse 
adjacent to minha, it is prohibited even if he is entering just to sweat. 
Ab initio, why may he not enter? Due to a decree issued by the 
Sages lest he faint in the bathhouse and considerable time elapse 
until he recovers. And he may not enter the tannery adjacent to 
minha, even if he intends just to examine the skins. Ab initio, why 
may he not enter? Due to the concern that perhaps he will notice 
damage to his merchandise and become anxious and come to 
restore what was ruined. And he may not enter to eat a meal adja- 
cent to the time of minha is referring even to a small meal. Ab initio, 
why may he not enter? There is concern that perhaps he will come 
to extend his meal for a long time. And he may not enter to sit in 
judgment adjacent to the time of minha, the mishna is referring 
even at the conclusion of the trial. Ab initio, why may he not enter? 
Due to concern that perhaps he will find a reason, contrary to what 
he originally thought, and will overturn the verdict completely, 
necessitating the restart of the trial from the beginning. 


We learned in the mishna that ifhe began one of the aforementioned 

activities, haircut, bath, tannery, meal, and judgment, he is not re- 
quired to stop. The Gemara asked: From when is it considered the 

beginning of the haircut?" Rav Avin said: From when he places 

the barber’s wrap over his knees. And from when is it considered 

the beginning of the bath? Rav Avin said: From when the one 

entering the bathhouse to bathe removes his outer wrap, his cloak. 
And from when is it considered the beginning of his visit to the 

tannery? From when he ties the leather apron between his shoul- 
ders (Me’iri). And from when is it considered the beginning of 
eating? Rav said: From when he ritually washes his hands for the 

meal. And Rabbi Hanina said: From when he loosens his belt. 


The Gemara comments: And they do not disagree. Rather this, the 
statement of Rabbi Hanina, who said that the beginning of the meal 
is considered from when he loosens his belt, is for us, for the people 
of Babylonia, who are accustomed to close their belts tightly, and 
therefore the beginning of the meal is when one loosens his belt. 
And that, the statement of Rav, who said that the beginning of the 
meal is considered from when he ritually washes his hands, is for 
them," the people of Eretz Yisrael who did not close their belts 
tightly, and therefore only when one washes his hands does the meal 
begin. 


Haircut of ben Elasa - meybx ya msn: According to 
the Gemara in tractate Nedarim, the haircut of ben Elasa 
was similar to the one depicted in this photograph of a 
Roman statue. 


Roman statue 


E | 
The reference is to a big meal — aia Mya: Some ex- 
plain that the Gemara is referring to a celebratory banquet, 
e.g., a wedding feast, but an individual's meal is always con- 
sidered a small meal (Josafot). Others say that in certain 
circumstances a private meal has the legal status of a big 
meal (Ran). 


This is for us and that is for them — any xm) Fy) it: Some 
explain that the residents of Eretz Yisrael would close their 
belts tightly, and the residents of Babylonia would eat with- 
out loosening their belts (Rabbeinu Hananel). The rationale 
for that explanation is that Rabbi Hanina, who mentioned 
loosening the belt, lived in Eretz Yisrael and Rav lived in 
Babylonia. 


From when is it considered the beginning of the haircut — 
misoa ronan aga: The beginning of the haircut is when 
he places the barber's cloth on his knees. The beginning of 
the bath is when he removes his outer garment. The begin- 
ning of the visit to the tannery is when he ties an apron 
between his shoulders as the tanners do. The beginning of 
the meal is when he washes his hands for the meal. For one 
who generally loosens his belt prior to the meal, it is when 
he loosens his belt, even if he has yet to wash his hands 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 232:2). 
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Perek | 
Daf1o Amuda 


HALAKHA 
The obligation to wear a belt during prayer - n»n nain 
Tyana baa: One should wear a belt during prayer even 
if he has an additional barrier between his heart and his 


nakedness due to the verse: "Prepare to greet your God, Israel” 


(Amos 4:12). This is also the custom of those with kabbalistic 
tendencies. Others (Magen Avraham) say that one who does 
not wear a belt all day is not required to do so. That is the 
Ashkenazic custom (Beit Yosef, Rabbeinu Yeruham; Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 91:2). 


Don expensive socks and pray — ym gana may: In a place 
where it is customary to stand before an important person 
while wearing socks, one must wear socks during prayer. In 
a place where it is customary to stand barefoot even before 
great people, one is permitted to do so even in prayer, as per 
he custom of Rabba bar Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefilla 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 91:5). 


And would clasp his hands — 1 135%: It is proper to recite 
he Amida prayer with one hand placed over the other while 
standing in awe and reverence before God. In general, one 
must conduct himself in accordance with the local customs 
or one standing before his master (Magen Avraham). One 
holds his hands in this manner to show his deference to 
God (Taz). Some say that one should hold his hands in that 
way only during a time of suffering. However, during peace- 
ul times, he should adorn himself, in accordance with the 
custom of Rav Kahana (Rema; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 95:3). 


And wrap himself and pray - ym apy: The custom of 
the Sages was to wrap themselves in an important garment 
and pray, as per the custom of Rav Kahana (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 5:4 and Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:1, Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 91:6). 


NOTES 
And they were engaged in halakha. . “One who turns his 
ear, etc.” — 131 IK VON... KAW PY NT: Some said that 
this statement refers specifically to one whose Torah is his 
vocation, as it is incumbent upon him to engage in Torah 
study all the time (Rosh). As far as the meaning of the verse 
is concerned, apparently his intent was to explain:“One who 
turns his ear from hearing Torah,’ not only is he demeaning 


the Torah by doing so, but “also his prayer is an abomination” 


(Rav Yoshiya Pinto). 
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Similarly, Abaye said: Those Babylonian Torah scholars, accord- 
ing to the opinion of the one who said: The evening prayer is 

voluntary, once one of them loosens his belt, we do not impose 

upon him to stop his meal and pray. And the Gemara wonders: And 

according to the opinion of the one who said that the evening 
prayer is obligatory, we do impose upon him? Doesn't everyone 

agree that the afternoon prayer is obligatory? And we learned in 

our mishna that if they started eating, they need not stop. And 

with regard to that halakha, Rabbi Hanina said: The beginning of 
the meal is from when he loosens his belt. 


The Gemara responds that there is a difference between the cases. 
There, at the time of the afternoon prayer, drunkenness is uncom- 
mon, as it is unusual to drink excessively during the day. However, 
here, in the case of the evening prayer, drunkenness is common, 
and therefore there was room to issue a decree requiring one to 
interrupt his meal to recite the evening prayer. Alternatively, it is 
possible to explain that with regard to the afternoon prayer, since 
its time is fixed, he is anxious, and he won't come to be negligent 
and forget to pray. However, with regard to the evening prayer, 
since all night is the time for the evening prayer, he is not anxious, 
and he will come to be negligent. Rav Sheshet strongly objects 
to this: Is it a burden to tie his belt? In addition, if it is a burden, 
let him stand that way, without a belt, and pray." The Gemara an- 
swers: It is necessary to wear a belt while praying, since it is stated: 


“Prepare to greet your God, Israel” (Amos 4:12). One must prepare 


and adorn himself when standing before God. 


Since the verse: “Prepare to greet your God, Israel,” was cited with 
regard to the obligation to prepare and adorn oneself before prayer, 
the Gemara cites that indeed Rava bar Rav Huna would don ex- 
pensive socks and pray" and he said he would do this as it is written: 
“Prepare to greet your God, Israel.” On the other hand, Rava would 
not do so; rather, in his prayer he would remove his cloak and clasp 
his hands" and pray. He said that he would do so as a slave before 
his master, who appears before him with extreme submission. Rav 
Ashi said: I saw that Rav Kahana, when there is suffering in the 
world, would remove his cloak and clasp his hands and pray. And 
he said that he did so as a slave before his master. When there is 
peace in the world, he would dress, and cover himself, and wrap 
himself in a significant garment, and pray," and he said that he did 
so in fulfillment of the verse: “Prepare to greet your God, Israel.” 


Speaking of prayer, the Gemara relates that Rava saw Rav Ham- 
nuna, who was prolonging his prayer. He said about him: They 
abandon eternal life, the study of Torah, and engage in temporal 
life, prayer, which includes requests for mundane needs. The Ge- 
mara explains: And Rav Hamnuna held that the time for prayer is 
distinct and the time for Torah is distinct. The time that one de- 
votes to prayer is not at the expense of the time devoted to Torah 
study. Similarly, the Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya was sitting 
before Rabbi Zeira and they were engaged in the study of halakha. 
The time for prayer was approaching and it was getting late and 
Rabbi Yirmeya was hurrying to conclude the subject that they 
were studying in order to pray. Rabbi Zeira read this verse as ap- 
plying to Rabbi Yirmeya: “One who turns his ear" from hearing 
Torah, his prayer is also an abomination” (Proverbs 28:9). 


mony vay PT noon none 
RYT! SDK IN TH IN 
Sys innpwen ANK I pT 
POYT - XT aps xb) D7 
POY NYT = NTRP TE Any) 

DTD NS 


DY NT DN ITAY 17 
xoyw) KYY do) ay ya 
SVAN) MOTT MIDYN MDD NI 
biph - xP = DYN NDING ON 
KAA aT Tay ND IT 
ma xii AS KTI I NT 
n ab KN amab br xp 
DYI toy’ SPITA 112 xn 
92) "SBT w an p ngn Dy 
ayy npag Jovi by noun 
oma inn aaa oa de m 
pet bp: a aah Kyy mwya 
bia aba oy ae nin 
fon pa DTPD JAW mew 
OT IND KIA TYYNI 
Pai yo ngn by Dyg Tayy 
SW MY DNI ID "Sw W 

amg DY WI 


37 Vax Ppta paw na TY 
37 VAY HYD pot Ww snow 
how” D037 - KP NA KAN 
yaa pw) w yew y 
12 Draw yy Pwr wax) 
maga box) nya pw) on 
Ki min by ma "Nw xo) 
m by mma 

Saw - AWN TYY PINA 
mooh Sox - mee os 
-my pow bow — pny 
bagn - monn m>yis born 
agba 


POE PVD) NDS II YT PPK 
- myn: NY lot bab AyD 
bagn - MENN DTK by boxn 
"man box - new pbyis 
13x piia- oe xan maan 
Kby aN Kb nax TaN manb 
DYPVIK xpya TA yp x7 

71a b mb- KPY TA 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


We learned that if one enters to sit in judgment adjacent to minha, he 
need not interrupt the trial and pray. The Gemara clarifies: From when 
is it considered the beginning of a trial?" Rabbi Yirmeya and Rabbi 
Yona disagreed. One said that it begins from when the judges wrap 
themselves in their prayer shawls, as judges were accustomed to do be- 
fore sitting in judgment. And one of them said that the beginning of 
judgment is from when the litigants begin articulating their claims. The 
Gemara comments: And they do not disagree. Rather, this amora, who 
says that it is from when the litigants begin, refers to a case where they 
were already engaged in a previous trial, and the judges were already 
wrapped in their prayer shawls. And that amora, who says that it is from 
when the judges wrap themselves in their prayer shawls, refers to a case 
where they were not engaged in a previous trial, and, as a result, the 
trial begins when they wrap themselves in the prayer shawls. 


Speaking of judgment, the Gemara relates that Rav Ami and Rav Asi 
would sit and study between the pillars beneath the study hall. And each 
and every hour they would knock on the bolt of the door’ and say: If 
there is someone who has a case that requires judgment, let him enter 
and come before us. The Gemara also relates that Rav Hisda and Rabba 
bar Rav Huna would sit in judgment all day and their hearts would 
grow weak" from hunger. Therefore, Rav Hiyya bar Rav from Difti 
taught them a baraita with regard to the verse: “And it was the next day 
and Moses sat to judge the people and the people stood over Moses from 
the morning until the evening” (Exodus 18:13). Does it enter your mind 
that Moses would sit and judge all day long? If so, when was his Torah 
study accomplished? Rather, surely the verse is coming to tell you: Any 
judge who judges a true judgment truthfully," even if he sits in judg- 
ment only one hour, the verse ascribes to him as ifhe became a partner 
to the Holy One, Blessed be He, in the act of Creation, as by means of 
a true judgment he upholds the world (Me’iri). This conclusion is derived 
by means of a verbal analogy [gezera shava]: It is written here: “And the 
people stood over Moses from the morning until the evening.” And it 
is written there, in the act of Creation: “And it was evening and it was 
morning, one day” (Genesis 1:5). The evening and part of the morning 
are considered a whole day. With regard to this issue as well, it is sufficient 
for the judges to sit in judgment for only part of the day and there is no 
need for them to starve themselves by sitting in judgment all day. 


The Gemara questions further: Until when do they sit in judgment?" 
What is the usual time that court adjourns? Rav Sheshet said: Until 
mealtime, noon. Rav Hama said: What is the verse that alludes to this? 
As it is written: “Woe to you, land that your king is a lad and your 
ministers eat in the morning. Happy are you, land that your king is 
free and your ministers eat on time in strength and not in drunken- 
ness” (Ecclesiastes 10:16-17). He interprets the verse: The ministers in a 
proper country sit to eat only after they engaged in the strength of Torah 
and in judgment and not in the drunkenness of wine. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: Eating in the first hour of the morning is 
the time of eating for Ludim, who are members ofa nation of cannibals, 
and they are ravenous and hurry to eat. The second hour is the time of 
the eating of robbers. Since they spend the night stealing, they eat early 
in the morning. The third hour is the time of eating for heirs, i.e., people 
who inherited a lot of money and do not work for their sustenance. Their 
only preoccupation in the early hours of the morning is eating. The 
fourth hour is the time of eating for workers. The fifth hour is the time 
of eating for all people." 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Pappa say that the fourth hour 
is mealtime for all people? Rather, emend the statement and say: The 
fourth hour is the time of eating for all people. The fifth hour is the time 
of eating for workers who do not have time to eat beforehand. The sixth 
hour is the time of eating for Torah scholars as, until then, court is in 
session. The Gemara adds: One who eats from then on is as if he is 
throwing a stone into a barrel," meaning that by then it does not con- 
tribute to the body’s health. Abaye said: We only said that eating from 
the sixth hour on is not beneficial, when he did not taste anything in 
the morning; however, ifhe tasted something in the morning, we have 
no problem with it. 


HALAKHA 


From when is it considered the beginning of a 
trial -— p7 nonon WNA: If the judges had already 
been engaged in judgment, i.e., they had presided 
over a different trial beforehand, then the trial begins 
when the litigants begin to articulate their claims. If 
they did not preside over a different trial beforehand, 
it begins when the judges wrap themselves in their 
prayer shawls. According to our custom that judges do 
not wrap themselves in prayer shawls, the beginning 
of judgment is when they take their seats with the 
intention to begin the trial Jerusalem Talmud; Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 232:2). 


Until when do they sit in judgment - paw? na TW 
pa: A court is in session until the end of the fifth hour 
of the day. Others hold that court is in session until 
just before the end of the sixth hour (Sefer Meirat Ein- 
ayim; Bah). They are not obligated to sit in judgment 
thereafter (Rema in the name of the Jur; Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 5:3 in the comment of the Rema). 


The time of eating - aro pat: The appropriate time 
to eat for anyone who rises at dawn is during the fourth 
hour after dawn. For those who rise later, it is four hours 
after they awaken. For Torah scholars, it is during the 
sixth hour. If one did not taste anything in the morn- 
ing, he should not eat after that hour, as eating then is 
useless (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1571). 


NOTES 


Knock on the bolt of the door — KYTI KYVYN IMDB: 
They were the permanent judges in their city ‘of Tiberias 
and they announced that they were prepared to sit in 
judgment if necessary (/yyun Ya'akov). Others explain 
that after concluding the study of one topic, before 
they proceeded to the next topic, they would grant 
permission to the litigants to come before them (Orah 
Eliyahu). 


Their hearts would grow weak — wma wn xp: 

Some understand Rashi’s first explanation as follows: 

Since, ostensibly, Torah study takes precedence over sit- 
ing in judgment because it is preferable to engage in 

he great, sublime matters in the Torah than to involve 
oneself in quarrels between people, it was necessary 
o console and reassure them that judgment is a re- 
alization of the Torah ideal, tantamount to the act of 
Creation (HaKotev). With regard to the significance of 
Torah, Rav Hiyya bar Rav said to them that even one 

hour of engaging in Torah study is tantamount to the 
act of Creation. 


True judgment truthfully - inn) Daw p7: The rep- 
etition of the word truth came to underscore that it is 
not sufficient for the judgment to be true based on 
he claims of the litigants or in accordance with the 
halakhic conclusions. The judge must be certain that 
his decision is the absolute truth (Netivot Olam). 


As if he is throwing a stone into a barrel — jax pita 
nan: People used to throw rocks into empty barrels 
o create the false impression that they were filled with 
wine. Eating at the wrong time is similar to that be- 
havior. In both instances a vessel is apparently, but not 
actually, full (Shenei Luhot HaBerit). 


LANGUAGE 


Ludim - on: Some say that the Ludim are a people 
indigenous to a land in Asia Minor called Ludiya whose 
residents were both ravenous and pampered. However, 
from other sources it seems that the word Ludim re- 
ferred to Ludadim, from the Latin ludarii, gladiators who 
fought each other as well as wild animals in the Roman 
circus. Because of their need for frequent training and 
their desire to enjoy life until their inevitable demise 
in the arena, they would eat early and eat ravenously. 
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BACKGROUND 
Rooms of the bathhouse - yma Yn: 


Diagram of the rooms of the bathhouse at Masada 


HALAKHA 
Reciting sacred matters in the bathhouse — Mw177 "137 NMAX 
ym yaa: The room in the bathhouse in which everyone is dressed 
does not have the legal status of a bathhouse. Therefore, it is 


permitted to recite sacred matters there. In the room where, gen- 


erally, some are dressed and some are not, it is permitted to greet 
others with shalom, but it is prohibited to recite passages from the 
Torah, prayers, and blessings. However, contemplating passages 
from the Torah is permitted (Rema). In the room where everyone 
is naked, it is prohibited even to greet others with shalom, as 
per the Josefta (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 841). 


A place that is repugnant - 731372 iyxw Dip: With regard to 


reciting sacred matters, the legal status of a bathroom and a bath- 


house without partitions, even if they are cleaned, is the same as 
when they are dirty (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 
3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 83:1). 


To a new bathhouse - mma: One may recite sacred matters 
in a new bathhouse in which no one has ever bathed (Mishna 
Berura; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 84:1). 


Perek I 
Daf10 Amud b 


46  PEREKI-10B-991'X PÐ 


Shania sa 12 KIK 31 TN 
PPRA YN BT VIA inden OTN 
YoY Dipa yon md maa 
Sapa ov w - pwr prnty ox 
sep “ani Pw ps mbam 
sab py pe phan man aby 

ybi ivygy 


DANY DPY DIX YAY Dph 
oby nogv Dy w - piha 
YHn ingi thom KIPA DY PX) 

monna ran ix) pan 


- DANY PAY DIX YAY Dip 
yy px aby nhngw DY px 
phan vim Abam xpa gb 

yma iw a> yy ps 


- TITY 7B NT 31 WNP 2 
TOE NT OTN ia PSY yA 
-DARY YTD NPI TD DY ST 
DDT MA DIY fa paw a by ax 
Igis ja pew sa by ay - mx 


ODT- NK N WNP’ NYY 
war sys] FY? KYI NYIN NT 
PX iK pat W ATA KDT MIY 
KITINI a> wD xy apt 

abot s oyna) pan 


DIXIT KPIT MI YN 


> yon “otbw now ow pg” 
WON yt awn xu ID 
wand aby mw pix) IDX 
Wa OWA YM ET maa 

vote aso apy 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: A person may, ab initio, recite his 

prayer in the bathhouse.” The Gemara raises an objection 

from what was taught in the Tosefta: One who enters the bath- 
house, in the first room, a place where all people stand dressed, 
it is like any other place and reading the Torah and prayer are 

permitted there, and, needless to say, in that room greeting 

[shalom] others is permitted. And he may don phylacteries 

there, and, needless to say, if he was already donning phylacter- 
ies that he need not remove them. 


In the next room, a place where people dress and undress and 
they stand both naked and dressed, greeting others is permit- 
ted there. However, reading the Torah and prayer are not 
permitted there. And if one was already donning phylacteries 
there, he need not remove the phylacteries. However, he may 
not don phylacteries there ab initio. 


In the innermost room, which is a place where people stand 
naked, greeting others is not permitted there, and, needless 
to say, reading the Torah and prayer are prohibited there. And 
if he is donning phylacteries there, he must remove the phylac- 
teries, and, needless to say, he may not don them there ab 
initio. Apparently, the Tosefta contradicts the statement of Rav 
Adda bar Ahava as he was, no doubt, referring to the innermost 
room in the bathhouse, which alone is referred to simply as a 
bathhouse, and, according to him, one may pray there ab initio." 


The Gemara answers: When Rav Adda bar Ahava said his ha- 
lakha, he was referring to an empty bathhouse in which there 
are no people. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Yosei bar 
Hanina say: With regard to the bathhouse in which they said 
that it is prohibited to pray, the prohibition exists even though 
there are no people in it? With regard to the bathroom in 
which they said that it is prohibited to pray, the prohibition 
exists even though there are no feces in it. Certainly, since the 
place serves a repugnant" purpose, it is inappropriate to pray 
there at any time. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, when Rav Adda made his state- 
ment, he was referring to a new bathhouse" that had not yet 
been used for bathing. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Ravina raise a 
dilemma before Rav Adda with regard to this matter: A place 
that one designated as a bathroom, whatis its legal status as far 
as praying there is concerned? Is there designation as a signifi- 
cant and determining factor in this case? Or, is designation not 
a halakhically significant matter? And the dilemma was not 
resolved for him. Is the same not true with regard to the bath- 
house? Doesn't the same dilemma exist there? The Gemara 
answers: No, perhaps 


the bathroom is different, as it is disgusting. Once a place is 
called a bathroom it is disgusting and no longer fit for prayer. 
However, until he actually bathes in a bathhouse it remains fit 
for prayer. 


It was taught in the Tosefta: There is no greeting [shalom] oth- 
ers permitted in the bathhouse. The Gemara comments that this 

statement supports the opinion of Rav Hamnuna in the name 

of Ulla, who said: It is forbidden for a person to greet [sha- 
lom] his friend in the bathhouse because Shalom is one of the 

names of God, as it is stated: “And Gideon built there an altar 
for God and he called Him Lord Shalom” (Judges 6:24). 
Therefore, it is prohibited to utter the word shalom in a dishonor- 
able place. 
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The Gemara asks: But if so, words connoting faithfulness are also 
forbidden to say in the bathroom, as it is written “The faithful 
God who keeps the covenant and the kindness” (Deuteronomy 7:9). 
And if you say that it is indeed so, that it is forbidden to use the 
language of faithfulness in the bathroom, didn’t Rava bar Mehasseya 
say that Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: It is permitted 
to say faithfulness in the bathroom?" The Gemara answers: There 
is a difference between the terms: There, the name of God itself is 
not called in that way, as we translate it as “the faithful God.” How- 
ever, here, the name of God Himself is called Shalom," as it is 
written: “And he called Him Lord Shalom.” It is not an adjective, 
but a holy name in and of itself. 


Incidental to the halakhic statement in his name, the Gemara also 
cites another statement that Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav 
Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: One who gives a gift to an- 
other must inform him" that he is giving it to him. As it is stated: 
“Only keep My Shabbatot for it is a sign between Me and you for your 
generations to know that Iam God Who sanctifies you” (Exodus 
31:13). When the Holy One, Blessed be He, gave Shabbat to Israel, 
He told Moses to inform them about it. That was also taught in a 
baraita: The verse states: “For I am God Who sanctifies you, 
meaning that the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Moses: I have 
a good gift in My treasure house and Shabbat is its name, and I 
seek to give it to Israel. Go inform them about it. From here Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel said: One who gives a gift of bread to a 
child needs to inform his mother that he gave it to him. The Ge- 
mara asks: What does he do to the child, so that his mother will 
know that he gave him a gift? Abaye said: He should smear him 
with oil or place blue shadow around his eye in an obvious manner. 
When the mother of the child notices and asks him about it, he will 
tell her that so-and-so gave him a piece of bread. The Gemara asks: 
And now that we are concerned about witchcraft involving oil or 
eye shadow, what should one who gives a gift do? Rav Pappa said: 
He should smear him with food of the same type that he gave 
him to eat. 


9 


With regard to the halakha itself, the Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t 
Rav Hama bar Hanina say: One who gives a gift to his friend need 
not inform him, as God made Moses’ face glow, and nevertheless 
it is stated with regard to Moses: “And Moses did not know that 
the skin of his face shone when He spoke with him” (Exodus 
34:29)? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. When Rav Hama 
bar Hanina said that he need not inform him, he was referring to a 
matter that is likely to be revealed. When Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel said that he needs to inform him, he was referring to a mat- 
ter that is not likely to be revealed. The Gemara asked: If so, isn’t 
Shabbat likely to be revealed, as it will be necessary to inform them 
of Shabbat together with the other mitzvot? Why was Moses asked 
to inform them about Shabbat separately? The Gemara answers: The 
giving of its reward is not likely to be revealed, and it was neces- 
sary to inform them about so extraordinary a gift. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Hisda would take in his hand two gifts 

of the priesthood separated from an ox." He said: Anyone who 
comes and tells me a new halakha in the name of Rav, I will give 
these gifts to him. Rava bar Mehasseya said to him, Rav said as 
follows: One who gives a gift to his friend needs to inform him, 
as it stated: “To know that I am God Who sanctifies you.” He gave 
the gift to Rava bar Mehasseya. Rava bar Mehasseya said to Rav 
Hisda: Are the halakhot of Rav so beloved to you? Rav Hisda said 
to him: Yes. Rava bar Mehasseya said to him, this is what Rav said: 
Fine wool is precious to those who wear it" (Rav Ya'akov Emden), 
meaning only a person who is used to delicate items can appreciate 
their quality. Rav Hisda said to him excitedly: Did Rav say that? 
The latter statement is preferable to me more than the first. And 
if I were holding another gift I would give it to you. 


HALAKHA 


It is permitted to say faithfulness in the bath- 
room — Xba M33 KNIT sand Ww: It is per- 
mitted to utter descriptions of God, e. g., compas- 
sionate, faithful, etc. in the bathroom, because 
appellations that refer to God but are not names of 
God may be recited in filthy places. Others say that 
itis prohibited to utter the word compassionate in 
reference to God because that is a name of God 
of sorts (Ra‘avad; Bah). All appellations for God 
in languages other than Hebrew are permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 85:2). 


NOTES 


The name of God Himself is called Shalom - ow 
aby sp MDA: In terms of the meaning of the 
verses themselves, it is not that obvious that God's 
name is Shalom. The Gemara explains that the 
other good traits, e.g., faithful, compassionate, 
and merciful, which are used as appellations for 
God, are appellations of greatness, and can also 
be used with regard to people. That is not the 
case with regard to Shalom, as Shalom transcends 
the capabilities of man and describes God alone 
(Maharsha). 


One who gives a gift to another must inform 
him — syotind pay swan mama pian: The reason 
that one giving a gift must inform the recipient is 
explained in various ways. First, the commentaries 
emphasize that this applies only to a case where 
the recipient is wealthy and he gave it to him as a 
gift. However, one who gives a charitable gift must 
be certain to give it anonymously (Rosh). Others 
explain that the reason that he must inform him 
is because otherwise the recipient will wonder 
who gave it to him (Rashi). With regard to the 
matter of informing the child’s mother, some say 
that the reason is so that people will be aware of 
each other's affection, and thereby their love will 
grow (Rashi). Others explain that since, in general, 
there is a requirement to inform the recipient of a 
gift and a child would not take notice, his mother 
becomes aware of the gift by means of the con- 
spicuous sign (Adderet Eliyahu). 


He would take in his hand two gifts of an 
Ox - Kint KM A PPI Dp: By Torah law 
(Deuteronomy 8: 3), portions from every animal 
slaughtered, are given to the priest, i.e., the fore- 
leg, the jaw, and the maw, as gifts. These gifts do 
not have consecrated status and are the property 
of the priest. Consequently, he can give them to 
whomever he pleases. Rav Hisda, as a priest, held 
in his hand gifts of priesthood that he received 
and sought to give them to anyone who would 
provide him with a new insight. However, several 
generations later, the practice of giving gifts of 
the priesthood from the meat of animals outside 
Eretz Yisrael, for all intents and purposes, ceased. 


Fine wool [meilta] is precious to those who 
wear it - spp» aun: Koa: Some explain 
meilta as a variation of the word meiilta, a coat. 
The adage means that the coat is precious to one 
who wears it. Others explain that the coat is the 
garment worn closest to the skin and is therefore 
significant to the one who wears it (Divrei Sha'ul). 
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HALAKHA 
A person should never distinguish one of his sons from among 
the other sons — oan pa i3 ony maw dx oiy}: In order to 
avoid inciting strife among one’s sons, he should not treat one son 
differently, even slightly, from his other children (Rambam Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Nahalot 6:13; Tur, Hoshen Mishpat 282). 


LANGUAGE 
Fine wool [meilat] - nbn: Apparently the origin of this word is 
from the Greek city of MrArto<, Miletos, in Asia Minor, where 
the finest wool was produced in antiquity. 
Based on the Gemara, meilat is the highest quality wool, made 
from the wool of lambs and sheep raised particularly for that 
purpose. 


NOTES 

And our forefathers descended to Egypt — pnd WINN TY: 

The emphasis is specifically on the fact that they descended to 
Egypt. It had already been decreed to Abraham that his descen- 
dants would be enslaved in a foreign land. However, the fact 
that the enslavement took place in that particularly distant and 
difficult land came about due to Joseph and his brothers (Panim 
Masbirot, lyyun Ya'akov). 


In a city whose settling is recent - Tain ANDww ya: Since 
the people of the city have not grown accustomed to sinning and 
set in their evil ways, repentance is still possible (Meir). 


Perek I 
Daf11 Amuda 


NOTES 

Any city whose roofs are higher than the synagogue - Yy 
DDT Maa pias Maa: It is not appropriate for people to live 
or perform any activity in a house higher than the permanent 
synagogue (Tur in the name of the Rosh). One of the commen- 
taries explained that the Sages prohibited raising other houses 
specifically when they were built as an expression of grandeur. In 
that case, the primacy of the synagogue must be underscored. 
However, with regard to floors added for the purpose of housing 
more people, the halakha is not strictly applied (Meiri). 


LANGUAGE 
Poles [kashkushei] — »#xpwp: There are some whose version of 
the text is kushki (Arukh and others). Apparently, the word is from 
the Persian kok, meaning palace or villa. Perhaps this word was 
also assimilated into the Arabic (geonim). 


Towers [abrurei] — 11a: Apparently, the word is Persian 
(geonim). Modern scholars believe it is from the Middle Persian, 
perhaps from the word parwar, meaning towers. 
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And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said 

that Rav said: A person should never distinguish one of his 

sons from among the other sons" by giving him preferential 

treatment. As, due to the weight of two sela of fine wool [mei- 
lat] that Jacob gave to Joseph, beyond what he gave the rest 

of his sons, in making him the striped coat, his brothers be- 
came jealous of him and the matter unfolded and our forefa- 
thers descended to Egypt." 


And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said 
Rav said: A person should always seek and dwell in a city 
whose settling took place in the recent" past, meaning that it 
was recently established, as due to the fact that its settling is 
recent its sins are few, as its residents have not yet had the op- 
portunity to commit many sins there. As it is stated that Lot 
said to the angel: “Behold, here is this city that is close to run 
away to and it is small” (Genesis 19:20). What is the meaning 
of the word close? If you say: That it is close in distance and 
truly small, why did he need to say that to the angel? Didn’t 
they see it? Rather, the meaning of the word close must be 
because its settling was close, that it had been recently settled, 
and therefore its sins were few. Rabbi Avin said: What is the 
verse that teaches us that Zoar was newer than the other cities? 
As it is written: “I will escape there please [na]” (Genesis 
19:20); the numerological value of nun alef, the letters of the 
word na, is fifty-one, while Sodom was fifty-two years old. And 
Sodom’s tranquil period 


during which they committed their sins was altogether twenty- 
six years, as it is written: “Twelve years they served Chedor- 
laomer and thirteen years they rebelled, and in the four- 
teenth year Chedorlaomer came” (Genesis 14:4-5). The twelve 
years plus the fourteen years during which they were enslaved 
were not years of tranquility, leaving only twenty-six tranquil 
years when they were sinful. 


And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said 

that Rav said: Any city whose roofs are higher than the syna- 
gogue™ will ultimately be destroyed because of the contempt 
shown the synagogue. Allusion to this is from that which is 
stated: “To uplift the house of our God and restore its ruins’ 
(Ezra 9:9). The house that is devoted to God needs to be elevat- 
ed above the other houses of the city. The Gemara adds: And 

this applies only to the height of the houses themselves. How- 
ever, if the poles [kashkushei]' and the towers [abrurei]! that 
extend from the house are higher than the synagogue, we have 

no problem with it. Rav Ashi said: I caused the city of Mata 

Mehasseya to not be destroyed by building the synagogue 

higher than the other houses. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t Mata 

Mehasseya ultimately destroyed? The Gemara answers: It was 

not destroyed because of that sin; other sins caused its 

destruction. 


Any city whose roofs are higher than the synagogue - 
NDIA man prias pisa vy: When a synagogue is con- 
structed, it should be constructed higher than the other 
dwellings in the city. Constructing the houses of the city 
higher than the synagogue is prohibited. One who did so 
must diminish the height of his building. However, towers 
and other building adornments, which are not dwellings, 
may be constructed higher than the synagogue. In places 


HALAKHA 


where the Jews fear the gentile authorities, who prohibit 
constructing synagogues higher than their houses, Jews 
need not construct their dwellings lower than the syna- 
gogue. Since the houses of the gentiles are higher than the 
synagogue, the primacy of the synagogue would not, in any 
case, be noticeable even if it were higher than Jewish homes 
(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 1:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 150: 1-2). 
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And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said 
that Rav said: It is preferable to be under the yoke of Ishmael 
and not under the yoke of a stranger, the Romans; under a 
stranger and not under a Habar, a Persian Zoroastrian fire 
priest; under a Habar and not under a Torah scholar, as if one 
offends a Torah scholar who is greater than he, the scholar will 
be exacting with him and he will be punished at the hand of 
Heaven; under a Torah scholar and not under an orphan or a 
widow, as they are easily insulted and God promised to hear 
their cries and punish those who offend them. 


And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said 
that Rav said: It is preferable to suffer from any extended illness 
and not from an intestinal illness. Similarly, it is preferable to 
suffer any pain, even if it is sharp and excruciating, and not 
heart pain; any slight ache and not a headache; any evil and 
not an evil wife. 


And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said 
that Rav said: Even if all the seas would be ink, and the reeds 
that grow near swamps would be quills, and the heavens would 
be parchment upon which the words would be written, and all 
the people would be scribes; all of these are insufficient to 
write the unquantifiable space of governmental authority," i.e., 
all the considerations with which a government must concern 
itself and deal. Rav Mesharshiya said: What is the verse that 
alludes to this? “The Heavens on High and the land to the 
depth and the heart of kings are unsearchable” (Proverbs 25:3). 


And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said 
that Rav said: A fast is effective to neutralize a bad dream like 
fire burns chaff. Rav Hisda said: And a fast is effective specifi- 
cally on that day" that he dreamed. And Rav Yosef said: One 
suffering from a bad dream that he dreamed is permitted to fast 
even on Shabbat." 


The Gemara relates: Rav Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi, happened 
to come to the house of Rav Ashi. They prepared a third-born 
calf," whose meat is high quality, for him. They said to him: Let 
the Master taste something. He said to them: I am sitting in 
the midst ofa fast. They said to him: And does the Master not 
hold in accordance with this halakha of Rav Yehuda, as Rav 
Yehuda said: A person can borrow his fast and not fast on the 
day that he originally designated, and repay it by fasting on 
another day? You can postpone your fast to another day. He said 
to them: It is a fast for a dream. And Rava bar Mehasseya said 
that Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: A fast is effective 
to neutralize a bad dream like fire burns chaff. And Rav Hisda 
said that the fast is effective specifically on that day that he 
dreamed. And Rav Yosef said that a person suffering due to a 
bad dream is permitted to fast even on Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


A fast is effective to neutralize a bad dream...on that day - 
oa in..otny ym 79: One who experiences a bad dream 
and is disturbed by it, should fast to allay his concern. Some 
say that there is no obligation to do so (Magen Avraham in the 
name of the Rashba). Although fasting is as effective in neutral- 
izing a bad dream as fire is in burning chaff, one who experi- 
ences a bad dream is not obligated to fast, as the Sages quoted 
the verse: “And the dreams speak falsely” (Zechariah 10:2). One 
fasts specifically on the day following the night of the dream. If 
he interrupted the fast for some reason, he cannot compensate 


for it another day (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta‘aniyot 1:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 220:2 and 568:2). 


A fast is effective to neutralize a dream. ..even on Shabbat — 
nava ipx...rbnb mya mp»: It is permitted to fast on Shabbat 
to counteract a bad dream. in modern times, it is undertaken 
only for rare dreams, which are a source of concern. Even then, 
a fast is only undertaken if the emotional discomfort caused 
by the dream is more painful than the fast (Magen Avraham; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta‘aniyot 1:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 220:2 and in the comment of the Rema, 288:4-5). 


BACKGROUND 


Habar - ar: Habar is the accepted name for the Persian 
Zoroastrian fire priests. The origin of the word is not clear. 
However, the assumption is that its root is from the Semitic 
habar, meaning sorcerer, and from there it passed to Ara- 
maic. With the rise of the Sassanid dynasty, the power of the 
Persian fire religion was also ascendant and its priests were 
among the factors that negatively influenced the situation 
of the Jews of Babylonia, in contrast to the period of the 
Parthian rule which was more favorable for the Jews. 


NOTES 

The unquantifiable space of governmental authority — 
moby atom: One of the commentaries explained that this 
statement was intended to prevent people from complain- 
ing about the government by explaining that the authorities 
face considerable responsibilities that are difficult for the 
ordinary person to appreciate (Meiri). Perhaps it comes to 
emphasize that the success of the authorities comes exclu- 
sively by the grace of God, as even governments are inca- 
pable of overcoming all of the problems confronting them 
without divine intervention. 


Even on Shabbat - nawa box: Rav Yehoshua, son of Rav 
Idi, said this to emphasize that even a Shabbat meal, which 
is a mitzva, is superseded by a fast to neutralize a bad dream 
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Third-born calf - sayn xbpy: Some explain that tilta refers 
to a calf that reached only a third of its size, which has the 
choicest meat (Rashi). Others say that meshulash in the Bible 
and tilta here means the best, similar to the term in the verse: 


“And captains [shalishim] over them all” (Exodus 14:7), which 


refers to the highest ranking soldiers (Tosafot). 
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NOTES 
They stop to recite Shema - ynw mer pps: 
Some explain that the difficulty is not with regard 
to the repetition of the halakha but with the fol- 
lowing language: They stop, etc., which appears 
to be introducing a new case and not continuing 
to discuss the previous matters (Rashash). Others 
understand that, according to the Gemara's con- 
clusion, when the mishna said: They stop for prayer, 
in our mishna, it is referring to when there is insuf- 
ficient time remaining in the day to pray. When 
he mishna said: They do not stop, it is referring to 
when there is sufficient time left in the day. In fact, 
he mishna is not dealing with the case of Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yohai and his friends (Korban Netanel). 


The attendant sees — myin pra: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, it is explained that there is no concern tha 
he children will adjust the wick. As far as they are 
concerned, they would prefer that the light extin- 
guish faster so as not to read. Others explain tha 
he attendant sees only the beginning of the sec- 
ion, opens to it for his students, and shows them 
where they need to read, but he himself does no 
read at all (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


= 


LANGUAGE 
Scribe [lavlar] - v: This word was borrowed 
from the Greek ¢uPAdpLos, liblarios, and it came 
to the Greek in a slightly different form from the 
Latin librarius. In all of its forms, it means scribe 
or secretary. 


Quill [kulmos] - pinbdap: From the Greek xddapoc, 
kalamos, meaning a quill or pen. 


BACKGROUND 

In truth they said — wa% Maa: Tradition has it 
that each time this phrase appears in a mishna, it 
denotes an established halakha. Certain versions 
of the text underscore that it denotes a law trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai (Jerusalem Talmud, 
Shabbat 1:2). Others emphasize that every use of 
this phrase denotes a practical halakha (geonim). 
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HALAKHA 


We learned in the mishna that if they already began any one of the activities 
mentioned in the mishna they need not stop to recite the Amida prayer; 
however, they stop to recite Shema." The Gemara asks: Didn’t the first 
clause of the mishna already teach that they need not stop? Why does the 
mishna repeat it? The Gemara answers: In the latter clause of the mishna, we 
came to discuss matters of Torah. With regard to those engaged in Torah 
study, they need not stop for prayer, but they are required to stop to recite 
Shema. As it was taught in a baraita: Torah scholars, who were engaged in 
the study of Torah, stop their Torah study for Shema, and they do not stop 
for prayer." Rabbi Yohanan said a caveat to this statement: They only taught 
that they need not stop for prayer with regard to the likes of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai and his colleagues, whose Torah is their vocation and they 
never interrupt their Torah study. However, for the likes of us, who also 
engage in other activities, we stop both for Shema and for prayer. 


With regard to the essence of the statement the Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn 

in a different baraita: Just as they do not stop for prayer, they do not stop 

for Shema? The Gemara answers: When that baraita was taught, it was 

taught with regard to those engaged in the intercalation of the year." Since 

their activity is crucial and all the Festivals of the year are determined through 

that activity, the Sages allowed them to continue and not stop to recite Shema. 
As Rav Adda bar Ahava said, and the Elders of the city of Hagronya also 

taught that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, said: When we were en- 
gaged in the intercalation of the year in Yavne, we would stop neither for 
Shema nor for prayer. 


MI S H N A This mishna deals with various decrees, especially with 

regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, which were issued 
in order to distance a person from transgressions that he is liable to commit 
through habit and routine. The mishna said: The tailor may not go out with 
his needle adjacent to nightfall on Shabbat eve, lest he forget that he is car- 
rying the needle and go out with it to the public domain even after Shabbat 
begins. And, similarly, the scribe [lavlar]! may not go out with his quill [ kul- 
mos |“ for the same reason. And one may not shake his clothes on Shabbat 
to rid them of lice; and one may not read a book by candlelight, so that he 
will not come to adjust the wick of the lamp. However, in truth they said” an 
established halakha: The attendant sees" where in the book the children 
under his supervision are reading in the Torah, even by candlelight on Shab- 
bat. However, he himself may not read. Similarly, the Sages issued a similar 
decree with regard to other halakhot, as they said: The zav may not eat even 
with his wife the zava, despite the fact that they are both ritually impure, 
because, by eating together, they will come to excessive intimacy and become 
accustomed to sin. 


C E M Apa me the halakhot concerning decrees that were 


issued lest one come to commit a transgression, we 
learned in a mishna there: A person may not stand in the private domain 
and drink water located in the public domain," or vice versa, stand in the 
public domain and drink water located in the private domain, lest he trans- 
fer the vessel from which he is drinking the water to the place where he is 
standing and become liable to bring a sin-offering. However, if he introduced 
his head and most of his body into the place where the water that he is 
drinking is located, there is no longer room for concern, and it is permitted, 


They stop for Shema and they do not stop for prayer - }*p»D512 
abond PED pN yaw mop: A Torah scholar, whose Torah 
is his vocation, like Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai and his colleagues, 
interrupts his Torah study to recite Shema but not to recite the 
Amida prayer, even if the time designated to recite the Amida 
prayer will consequently pass. We, who are not on that level, 
interrupt our Torah study both to recite Shema and to pray. If 
one is teaching Torah to others, he does not stop, even to recite 
Shema. Nevertheless, he must pause to recite the opening 
verse of Shema (Rema) in order to accept the yoke of Heaven 
upon himself. In addition, he should seek to include a halakha 
relating to the exodus from Egypt in his lecture, so that he will 
mention the Exodus during the time designated to recite She- 
ma (Mishna Berura). lf he is certain that time will remain after 
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his lecture to recite Shema and pray, he need not pause at al 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 2:5; Hilkhot Tefilla 
6:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 106:3 and in the commen 
of the Rema). 


In the intercalation of the year - mW naya: Those engaged 
in seeing to the needs of the community, e.g., intercalating the 
year, do not stop to recite Shema, as their legal status is like 
that of those studying Torah (Jerusalem Talmud). They should 
complete their task and, if time remains, recite Shema thereafter 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 2:5). 


The tailor may not go out with his needle...the scribe not 
with his quill - spiabypa wbaba...temiaa pert xy h: It is pro- 
hibited for the tailor to go out with his needle in his hand and 


for the scribe to go out with his quill on Shabbat eve just prior 
to nightfall. However, if it is stuck in his clothing, it is permitted 
according to Rabbi Meir, as per the conclusion of the Gemara 
(Magen Avraham). Others dispute this leniency and hold that 
the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda in this case as 
well (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:26; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:6; Vilna Gaon). 


A person may not stand in the private domain and drink in 
the public domain — mwa naw Pre MwA DIN Ty? x 
mata: By Torah law, a person may only stand in one domain 
and drink from a different domain if he put his head and most 
of his body into the domain from which he is drinking (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 350:1). 
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and the same is true in the wine press. 


In light of the halakha that was taught in this mishna a dilemma was raised 
before the Sages: What is the legal status of a karmelitin this matter? Is it 
permissible to stand in one domain and drink from a karmelit or not?" Abaye 
said: That case is equal to that case, i.e., the same way that the Sages prohib- 
ited drinking from the private domain to the public domain and vice versa, 
so too, they prohibited drinking from the karmelit to another domain. Rava 
said: It is not prohibited. It, the prohibition to carry between a karmelit and 
another domain, itself is merely a rabbinic decree. And will we arise and 
issue one decree to prevent violation of another decree?’ Although the 
Sages prohibited doing so in one of the domains by Torah law, i.e., the pub- 
lic and the private domains, a similar decree was not issued in a karmelit, 
which is a domain by rabbinic law. 


Abaye said: From where do I say that halakha, i.e., that the decree applies 
to a karmelit? From that which we learned at the end of the mishna in trac- 
tate Eiruvin: And the same is true in the wine press. The question arises: 
What is the status of the wine press in terms of the domains of Shabbat? If 
you say that it is the private domain, we already learned that in the mishna. 
If it is the public domain, we already learned that as well. Rather, isn’t this 
press a karmelit? Apparently, a karmelit was also prohibited in the mishna. 


Rava said: That which we learned in the mishna: And the same is true in 
the wine press, is not relevant to the halakhot of Shabbat. It refers to the 
matter of the halakhot of tithes.’ And Rav Sheshet also said: That which 
we learned in the mishna: And the same is true in the wine press, refers to 
the matter of tithes," as we learned in a mishna: One may ab initio drink 
grape juice directly on the press without tithing, whether the juice was di- 
luted with hot water, even though he will then be unable to return the left- 
over wine to the press, as it would ruin all the wine in the press, or whether 
the juice was diluted with cold water, in which case he could return the 
leftover wine without ruining the rest, and he is exempt. Drinking that way 
is considered incidental drinking, and anything that is not a fixed meal is 
exempt from tithing. That is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Tzadok, obligates one to separate the tithe in both cases. And 
the Rabbis say: There is a distinction between these two cases; when the 
wine was diluted with hot water, since he cannot return what is left of the 
wine to the press, he is obligated to tithe, as it is like fixed drinking for which 
one is obligated to tithe. However, when the wine was diluted with cold 
water, he is exempt, because he returns the leftover wine to the press, and 
it is incidental drinking, which is exempt from tithing. Our mishna, which 
says: And the same is true in the press, means that only ifhis head and most 
of his body was in the press is he permitted to drink without separating the 
tithe, and that halakha is not at all related to matters of Shabbat (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). 


As proof for Abaye’s opinion, the Gemara states that which we learned in 

our mishna: The tailor may not go out with his needle adjacent to nightfall 

on Shabbat eve, lest he forget that he is carrying the needle and go out with 

it to the public domain even after Shabbat begins. Is it not speaking here in 

a case where the needle was stuck in his clothing? In that case, even if he 

was to go out into the public domain with the needle, he would not be liable 

by Torah law, since that is not the typical manner of carrying out; carrying 
out an object in that manner is prohibited only by rabbinic decree [shevut]. 
Nevertheless, not only did the Rabbis issue a decree to prohibit going out 
with the needle on Shabbat, they issued a decree to prevent violation of 
another decree and prohibited the tailor from going out with his needle 

adjacent to nightfall. Apparently, the Sages institute a decree to prevent vio- 
lation of another decree with regard to the halakhot of carrying out on 
Shabbat ( Tosafot). Consequently, with regard to the halakhot of karmelit, the 

Sages issued a decree as well, and this is proof for Abaye’s opinion. The 

Gemara rejects this: No, the mishna is referring to a case where he is hold- 
ing the needle in his hand, which constitutes performance of the full-fledged 

prohibited labor of carrying out. 


HALAKHA 

Drinking in a karmelit - mhna mnw: One 
who is standing in a public domain or ina pri- 
vate domain is permitted to move his head into 
a karmelit and drink there. Since the halakha of 
the karmelit itself is a rabbinic decree, they did 
not issue a decree upon a decree. This ruling is 
according to Rava, as the halakha is ruled in his 
favor in disputes with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 350:1). 


And the same is true in the wine press, refers 
to the matter of tithes - Wyn paw n3312): One 
may drink the wine in a wine press if the drinking 
is near the wine press and incidental. If he put the 
wine into a hot dish of food, even if he did so near 
the wine press, it is considered a fixed meal and 
he may not eat it until he tithes (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 5:16). 


NOTES 


Decree to prevent violation of another decree — 
am m3: The principle that a decree is not issued 
upon a decree is accepted in the Gemara and has 
support from the Torah. Although there is a direc- 
tive to establish protection for mitzvot, protection 
for that protection is not established. Of course, if 
that were to be done, it could continue ad infini- 
tum. Although Abaye agrees with the principle, 
he holds that since carrying out on Shabbat is an 
insubstantial labor that hardly seems like a bona 
fide prohibited labor, it was necessary to establish 
extra protection for it (Ritva). 


Establishing the obligation for tithes — mw»ap 
wyn: There is a principle with regard to the 
halakhot of tithes that, as a rule, there is only an 
obligation to tithe produce on which work has 
been completed and not produce that is still be- 
ing processed. Therefore, one who eats and drinks 
in an incidental manner from fruit that has not 
been completely processed is not required to 
tithe it. Some explain that here, in a winery, the 
reason for the distinction between hot and cold 
water is not between wine mixed with hot water 
that cannot be returned to the wine press and 
wine that can be returned. Rather, the reason 
is that wine mixed with hot water is already a 
drink whose processing has been completed and 
nothing more need be done. Therefore, one is 
obligated to tithe it (Rambam's Commentary on 
the Mishna). 
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HALAKHA 

The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck 
in his clothing - b aana ina went xy xd 
$7324: It is prohibited for a tailor to go out with a 
needle stuck in his clothes. If he did so, he is ex- 
empt from bringing a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:21; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 301:12). 


The zav may not go out with his pouch — xx? sb 
§p’34 317: It is prohibited for a zav to go out with a 
small leather pouch that he places in order to pro- 
tect himself from the filth of his emission, as per 
the statements of Abaye and Rava. If he went out, 
he is liable because in this matter they ruled that 
he is liable for a prohibited labor not necessary 
for its own sake (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:13). 


LANGUAGE 


Weaver [gardi] — 173: From the Greek yépdtos, 
gerdios, meaning weaver. 


Bit of wool [ira] - xx: From the Greek dwtov or 
dwtos, aoton or aotos, meaning wool. The weaver 
displays a small swatch of wool for work purposes. 


Layman [hedyot] - bit: From the Greek idiots, 
idiotes, and it has various meanings such as private, 
a private man, or a simple man. Several of them 
are used in the language of the Sages. 

Other meanings of the word are also in use, 
for example, one who does not occupy a special 
position, e.g., a common priest. 


NOTES 
A layman who carved out a vessel the size of a 
kav in a piece of wood on Shabbat - ppnw vit 
nawa nypa ap: Some explain that he carved 
the shape ofa kav from the piece of wood, which 
is a type of prosthetic for leg amputees (Arukh). 


The halakhot of emissions of a zav — 73% °°: 
The portion dealing with of the halakhot of the 
emissions of a zav is written in the Torah (Leviticus 
15:1-15). From those verses, the Sages derived a 
distinction between one who sees an emission 
once, twice, and three times. One who sees an 
emission once, although he is ritually impure, he 
does not have the ritual impurity of a zav at all. If 
one sees an emission twice, all the laws of the im- 
purity of a zav apply to him but he is not required 
to bring a sacrifice with his purification. After one 
who sees an emission three times completes 
counting seven clean days without an emission, 
he is obligated to bring a sacrifice of purification. 
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Come and hear another proof from that which was taught explicitly in the ba- 
raita: The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck in his clothing." Is it 
not speaking of a case where he goes out on Shabbat eve, and the Sages issued 
a decree to prevent violation of another decree, just as Abaye said? The Ge- 
mara rejects this: No, when that was taught in the baraita, it was only with re- 
gard to carrying out on Shabbat itself. The Gemara asks further: Wasn’t it 
taught explicitly in a baraita: The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck 
in his clothing on Shabbat eve at nightfall, and the Sages issued a decree to 
prevent violation of another decree, just as Abaye said? The Gemara rejects this: 
Whose opinion is cited in this baraita? It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
said: A craftsman who carries out an object in the manner common to his craft, 
even if others do not generally carry it out in that manner, the craftsman is liable, 
because he carried the object out in a manner standard for him. 


As it was taught in a baraita: The tailor may not go out with his needle that is 
stuck in his clothing, and a carpenter may not go out with the wood chip that 
is behind his ear for use as a measuring stick, and a comber of wool may not 
go out with a cord with which he ties bundles of wool and which is usually 
placed that is on his ear, and a weaver [gardi]! may not go out with a bit of 
wool [ira]' that is on his ear which he uses for the purpose of his work, and the 
painter may not go out with the sample of dyed wool that is on his neck, and 
a money changer may not go out with the dinar that is in his ear. In all of these 
cases the halakha is that if he went out, he is exempt by Torah law, but it is 
prohibited for him to do so by rabbinic decree. This is the statement of Rabbi 
Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: A craftsman who carries out an object in the manner 
common to his craft on Shabbat is liable by Torah law; any other person who 
carries it out in that manner is exempt, but it is prohibited for him to do so. 


Since the dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the 
legal status of one who carries out an object in an atypical manner was men- 
tioned, the Gemara discusses a contradiction between two related baraitot. It 
was taught in one baraita: The zav may not go out on Shabbat with his pouch" 
that he ties to his organ in order to absorb his emission. And ifhe went out, he 
is exempt by Torah law but it is prohibited for him to do so by rabbinic law. 
And it was taught in another baraita: The zav may not go out on Shabbat with 
his pouch. And if he went out unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


Rav Yosef said: This is not difficult. There is no contradiction between the 
baraitot, as this baraita, which deems him exempt, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir; that, the other baraita, which deems him liable, is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Say that you heard that Rabbi Meir deems him exempt 
with regard to an object that is not carried out in its typical manner. However, 
with regard to a matter that is carried out in its typical manner, did you hear 
that he deems him exempt? In general, one carries out a needle in his hand. 
Rabbi Meir exempts one who carries it out in his clothing, even if he is a crafts- 
man. However, this pouch of a zav, even though it is not held in his hand, is 
always carried out in that manner, and, even according to Rabbi Meir, that 
constitutes a bona fide act of carrying out. As, if you do not say so, that the 
specifics of various prohibited labors can be performed in different manners, in 
the case of a layman [hedyot],' who carved out a vessel the size of a kav in a 
piece of wood on Shabbat," would you say that Rabbi Meir also does not deem 
him liable for performing a prohibited labor on Shabbat because he is not a 
craftsman and he did not craft the vessel according to the standards of a crafts- 
man? Certainly, the layman performed a full-fledged labor to the best of his 
ability and he is liable. 


Rather, Rav Hamnuna said: This is not difficult, as the two baraitot are refer- 
ring to two different cases. Here, in the baraita that deemed him liable by Torah 
law, it is referring to a zav who experienced two sightings of an emission. Liabil- 
ity to bring an offering as part of the purification process is only after he sees 
three emissions. Therefore, the zav requires the pouch in order to ascertain 
whether or not he experienced a third emission. However, there, in the baraita 
that deems him exempt, it is referring to a zav who already experienced three 
sightings." For him there is no significance whether or not he experiences an 
additional emission. Therefore, the pouch is insignificant and he has no interest 
in carrying it out. 
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The Gemara asks: What is different about a zav who had two sight- 
ings, who is liable, as he requires the pouch for the purpose of ex- 
amination to ascertain whether or not he experienced a third sighting, 
and a zav who already experienced three sightings and requires the 
pouch for the purpose of counting clean days? In order to become 
ritually pure, he must count seven clean days without experiencing 
an emission. If so, even a zav who had three sightings requires the 
pouch, in order to ascertain whether or not he experienced another 
emission. The Gemara answers: That baraita was only needed for 
that day when he already saw his third emission. In any case, that day 
will not be a clean day. 


The Gemara asks: Doesn’t even that zav need the pouch so that his 
clothes will not get soiled by the emission? Although he does not 
need the pouch for a halakhic determination, he needs it for practical 
considerations. Rabbi Zeira said: This tanna is the one who said 
that any usage intended to prevent filth is not considered a special 
purpose that will render a certain object an actual vessel. As we 
learned in a mishna: One who places a bowl on the wall" while it is 
raining, if he did that so that the bowl would be rinsed with the 
rainwater, that is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be placed." 
The water has the legal status of a liquid that he poured of his own 
volition on fruit and seeds. It renders them liable to become ritually 
impure, as it is written: “If water be placed upon seed and any of their 
carcass fell on it, it is impure to you” (Leviticus 11:38). However, if he 
placed the bowl so 


that the wall will not be damaged, it is not under the rubric of the 
verse: “If water be placed.” The water does not have the legal status 
of water poured for that purpose. This tanna does not consider pro- 
tecting the wall from dirt as a significant usage. Similarly, protecting 
the zav from being soiled by the emission would not be considered a 
significant usage and the pouch used for that purpose would not be 
considered a significant vessel. The Gemara rejects this: Are these 
cases comparable? There, he does not need those liquids at all, and 
therefore the vessel is not considered to have been placed to receive 
them. However, here he needs this pouch to absorb the emission, 
to ascertain whether or not he experienced an emission. Although on 
that particular day he does not require the pouch, the zav typically 
requires his pouch for the purpose of ascertaining whether or not 
there is another emission. 


Rather, this halakha with regard to the zav is comparable only to the 
latter clause of the mishna dealing with rainwater, in which we 
learned: A bowl that the drip of rain from the roof dropped into it," 
the water that splashes or overflows from the bowl does not have the 
legal status of water collected for a purpose, and is not under the 
rubric of the verse: “If water be placed.” And the water that is in the 
bowl has the legal status of water collected for a purpose and is under 
the rubric of the verse: “If water be placed.”" Although, fundamen- 
tally, one has no interest in the drip of water, once the water already 
dripped, he wants it to remain in the bowl and not dirty the house. 
‘That desire is sufficient to accord the water in the bowl the legal status 
of water placed there willfully. The same is true with regard to the 
pouch of the zav. In the current situation of the zav, he is interested 
in keeping the emission in its place, and therefore the original diffi- 
culty posed by the contradiction between the two baraitot remains 
intact. 


HALAKHA =—W¥—W¥—_—__—_- 
One who places a bowl on the wall - Sian by TWP: 
When one places a bowl on the wall while it is raining with 
the intention of rinsing the bowl, the water renders fruit 
susceptible to ritual impurity. If one placed the bowl for the 
purpose of protecting the wall from rain, the water does not 
render fruit susceptible to ritual impurity, as per the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 12:3). 


NOTES 


That is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be placed” — 
"yn 292 APIA: In the Torah (Leviticus 11:37-38), it is stated 
that if a dead creeping animal, a primary source of ritual 
impurity, came into contact with food items, a planted seed, 
it does not render them impure. However, if the foods came 
into contact with water beforehand, even if they subse- 
quently dried, the food is susceptible to ritual impurity. The 
Sages derived that water's contact with the foods needs to 
have been willful, i.e., the person had an interest in the liquid 
touching the food. If he did not want the water to come into 
contact with the food, it does not render it susceptible to 
ritual impurity. The extensive halakhot associated with this 
matter revolve around determining when it is considered 
that the liquids have made contact with the foods willfully, 
and when it is considered that they did so against one’s will. 


HALAKHA 


A bowl that the drip dropped into it - aba TPO ny 
mind: Water that splashed into a bowl that one placed to 
receive a drip renders foods susceptible to impurity. If it then 
splashed out of that bowl, the water outside the bowl does 
not render foods susceptible to impurity, as per the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 12:8). 


NOTES 


Water is not under the rubric of the verse: “If water be 
placed”...is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be 
placed” — "JAN 939" At 077...”}AY 13” Jae: As previously 
mentioned, the halakhot of rendering food susceptible to 
ritual impurity are dependent on the question of whether 
or not the water that is on the food was placed there will- 
fully. However, there is no simple definition of will for this 
matter, as there is no requirement that a person specifically 
intend to moisten the fruit with water. Nevertheless, if a 
person wanted this water to be in a specific place, that is 
tantamount to placing it there for that purpose. 
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HALAKHA 

A person may go out donning phylacteries on 
mDwn oy naw: It is permitted ora a man to ‘go out 
wearing phylacteries on Shabbat eve at nightfall. 
Since he is required to touch them at all times, he 
will not forget them and carry them out to another 
domain on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:6). 


A person is obligated to touch his phylacteries at 
all times - aye aw bs p'ana waway ony an: 
One is obligated to touch his phylacteries at all times, 
i.e., whenever he thinks of them (Magen Avraham), 
so he will not be distracted from them (Rambam 


Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:26 and Sefer Ahava, 


Hilkhot Tefillin 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 28:1). 


A person is required to feel his clothing Shabbat 
eve at nightfall - oy naw ay isa wow os an 
TWN: A person is obligated to examine his clothes 
Shabbat eve at nightfall to determine whether there 


is an object there set aside from use on Shabbat (Ma- 


gen Avraham) or an object that, due to the fact that he 
is unaware that it is in his pocket, he will come to carry 
it out on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:7). 


One may not shake by the light of the lamp - px 
aaaixd pois: One does not use the light of the lamp 
on Shabbat for anything that requires scrutiny and 


examination (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 


bat 5:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:1). 


NOTES 
Just as the frontplate [tzitz]...that he should not 
be distracted from it — 322 iny mD? Kw.. oe ma: 
This is derived as follows: That which was stated in 


(Exodus 28:38), is certainly not to be taken literally 
since the High Priest removes the frontplate from 
ime to time. Rather, the meaning is that whenever 
he frontplate is on his head, he should be constantly 
aware that it is there. 


Phylacteries of the head - phan wx dw: There are 
which appear like thin slots. One of the four Torah 
ioned, is inserted into each of these slots. On the side 


of the phylacteries, the letter shin is carved into the 
eather, the first letter of one of God’s names, Shaddai. 


Phylacteries of the head 
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he Torah: “And it should be always upon his forehead” 


our compartments in the phylacteries of the head, 


portions, in which the mitzva of phylacteries is men- 
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Rather, it is Abaye and Rava, who both said that this is not difficult. 
There is no contradiction between the baraitot. This baraita, which deems 
a zav liable by Torah law for going out with his pouch, is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. His opinion is that one who performs 
a prohibited labor that is not needed for its own sake, but rather for a 
different consequence of that prohibited labor, is liable. And that baraita, 
which deems him exempt, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. He holds that one who performs a prohibited labor that is not 
needed for its own sake is exempt. Since the zav is not at all interested in 
the flow and the pouch, he is exempt by Torah law for carrying the pouch. 


The Sage of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught in a baraita: A person 
may go out ab initio donning phylacteries on Shabbat eve at nightfall." 
Although one does not don phylacteries on Shabbat and going out don- 
ning them involves an element of carrying, there is no concern lest he 
forget and remove them on Shabbat. What is the reason for this? Be- 
cause Rabba bar Rav Huna said: A person is obligated to touch his 
phylacteries at all times" that he is donning them. This is derived from 
an a fortiori inference [kal vahomer] from the frontplate [tzitz] of the 
High Priest. Just as with regard to the frontplate, which has only one 
mention of God’s name, the Torah said: “And it should be always upon 
his forehead” (Exodus 28:38), which means that the High Priest must 
always be aware that the tzitz is placed on his head and that he should 
not be distracted from it;" phylacteries that have numerous mentions 
of God's name, all the more so one should always be aware of them. 
Therefore, he remembers that the phylacteries are on his head and is not 
likely to come to carry them on Shabbat." On a related note, the Gemara 
mentions that it was taught in a baraita that Hananya says: A person is 
required to feel his clothing on Shabbat eve at nightfall" to ascertain 
whether he forgot an object in his pockets that he might come to carry 
on Shabbat. And Rav Yosef commented and said: That is a significant 
halakha for Shabbat, and it is fitting to do so in order to refrain from 
violating a prohibition. 


We learned in the mishna: One may not shake his clothes on Shabbat 
to rid them of lice; and one may not read a book by candlelight, so that 
he will not come to adjust the wick of the lamp. A dilemma was raised 
before the Sages: Does this mean that one may not shake his clothes 
even during the day due to the concern lest he kill the louse that he finds 
in his clothing, and our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer? As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer said: One 
who kills a louse on Shabbat, even though it is a very small creature, it 
is as if he killed a camel, and there is no difference in the severity of the 
prohibition. And what was said in the mishna: And he may not read by 
candlelight, is due to concern lest he adjust the wick, a totally indepen- 
dent matter. Or, perhaps both of these halakhot are due to the concern 
lest he adjust the wick, and both halakhot apply exclusively at night. 
During the day he is permitted to shake his clothes, and there is no 
concern lest he kill a louse. 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was taught 
in a baraita: One may not shake clothing and one may not read a book 
by candlelight on Shabbat. The style of the baraita indicates that both 
actions are prohibited for the same reason. The Gemara rejects this: Is 
this proof from the baraita a stronger proof than our mishna? In our 
mishna, both halakhot are also cited together, and that was insufficient 
proof that they share a common rationale. 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was taught 
in another baraita: One may not shake clothing by the light of the 
lamp" and one may not read by the light of the lamp. These two decrees 
are among the halakhot that the Sages said in the upper story of 
Hananya ben Hizkiya ben Garon. Learn from this that both of the 
decrees are due to the concern lest he adjust the wick. In both decrees, 
the prohibition of doing so by the light of the lamp, lest he come to adjust 
the wick, was mentioned. Indeed, learn from this. 
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Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is prohibited to use candle- 
light even to distinguish between his garments and the garments 
of his wife." Because that requires a certain degree of scrutiny, there 
is concern lest he adjust the wick in order to see better. To qualify 
this statement, Rava said: We only said this with regard to the gar- 
ments of the people of the city of Mehoza, as there the men’s gar- 
ments are wide and ornamented similar to the women’s garments; 
however, with regard to farmers and village residents, they know 
the difference between men’s and women’s garments. There is no 
concern lest they adjust the wick to distinguish between the gar- 
ments, as the differences between men’s garments and women’s 
garments are obvious. Even with regard to the clothing of the peo- 
ple of Mehoza, we only said that it is prohibited to distinguish 
between men’s and women’s garments with regard to the garments 
of old women; however, with regard to the garments of young 
women, they know the difference and there is no concern lest one 
adjust the wick to distinguish between them. 


The Sages taught: One may not shake clothing to rid them of lice 
in the public domain in deference to human dignity, as passersby 
would be offended by this. Similarly, Rabbi Yehuda said, and some 
say that Rabbi Nehemya said it: One may not make an appiktoizin,' 
a drug to induce vomiting, in the public domain in deference to 
human dignity. With regard to the matter of shaking clothing to rid 
them of lice on Shabbat, the Gemara cites that which the Sages 
taught in the Tosefta: One who shakes his clothing may squeeze 
the louse and throw it, as long as he does not kill it. Abba Shaul 
says: He may take the louse and throw it, as long as he does not 
squeeze it. In his opinion, killing a louse is prohibited by Torah law. 
Therefore, even squeezing it is prohibited, lest he come to kill it. Rav 
Huna said: The halakha is that he may squeeze and throw the 
louse, and that is the dignified way to get rid of a louse, and even 
during the days of the week, when it is not Shabbat and there is no 
concern lest he violate the prohibition of killing a louse. Even then, 
it is preferable not to kill it because it is disgusting and it is sufficient 
to simply throw it (Me’iri). The Gemara relates that Rabba would 
kill the lice. And Rav Sheshet would also kill them. Rava would 
throw them into a cup [Jekna]' of water and he would not kill them 
directly with his hands. The Gemara relates that Rav Nahman 
would say to his daughters: Kill them, and let me hear the sound 
of the combs,’ meaning, you may kill the lice in the usual manner 
on the comb. 


As far as the basic halakha is concerned, it was taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says that Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel disagreed with regard to killing a louse on Shabbat: One may 
not kill a louse on Shabbat," this is the statement of Beit Sham- 
mai; and Beit Hillel permit doing so. In their opinion, a louse is 
unlike the other creatures for which one is liable for killing them on 
Shabbat. 


And Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar would also say in the name of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel: One may not make matches [me- 
shaddekhin]' for the children, to betroth them on Shabbat, and 
one may not enter into an agreement to take the child and teach 
him to read a sacred book or to teach him a trade, and one may 
not comfort mourners on Shabbat, and one may not visit the sick 
on Shabbat, this is the statement of Beit Shammai, as in their 
opinion, those are weekday activities and not appropriate on Shab- 
bat. And Beit Hillel permit performing all of these activities on 
Shabbat, as they each include an aspect of mitzva." 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who enters to visit a sick person 
on Shabbat" does not address him in the manner customary during 
the week; rather, he says: It is on Shabbat that it is prohibited to 
cry out and ask for compassion, and healing is soon to come. And 
Rabbi Meir says that it is appropriate to add: The merit of Shabbat 
is capable of engendering compassion. 
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HALAKHA 

Even to distinguish between his garments and the gar- 
ments of his wife - inwx “tag ta pa prany a: It 
is prohibited to examine vessels or clothes that require 
scrutiny in order to distinguish between them by the light 
of the lamp on Shabbat, for example, a man’s clothes and 
the clothes of his wife (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:1). 


Killing lice on Shabbat - nawa O13 nyay: The halakha 
is that it is permitted to kill lice on Shabbat in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel. However, one who shakes 
his clothes and finds a louse should not kill it, as he may 
inadvertently come to kill another creature. Rather, he 
should take it between his fingers and toss it aside (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 316:9). 


Mitzva activities on Shabbat — nawa myn *¥on: Al- 
though it is prohibited to close a deal on Shabbat, it is 
permitted to speak about anything involving an element 
of mitzva, even if it involves an aspect of business, e.g., 
making mitzva calculations, allotting charity, supervising 
communal projects, matchmaking (see Mishna Berura), 
and teaching children Torah or a profession (Tur). This is 
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 306:6). 


Visiting the sick on Shabbat - nawa Din wpa: Vis- 
iting the sick and comforting mourners are permitted 
on Shabbat as per the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 287). 


LANGUAGE 

Appiktoizin — piva: A noun produced from the Greek 
verb ånokottaßiķe, apokottabizein, meaning to throw 
out the last drops of wine in a cup. The noun, undocu- 
mented in Greek, may mean spitting or making a loud 
noise. When playing a Sicilian game called cottabus, much 
in vogue in Athens, each person threw the wine left in his 
cup so that it would fall into a metal basin. If it fell with a 
clear sound, it was a good sign. 


Cup [lekna] - x27): From the Greek Aexávn, lekane, 
meaning a bowl or a trough. 


Make matches [meshaddekhin] - paT: Apparently, the 
source of the word is in the Aramaic root shadakh, which 
means serenity or calm. Finding a match for a woman 
means finding a place where she can exist in tranquility 
and security (Ran). 


BACKGROUND 
Combs — sb: 


Ancient comb from the era of the Judges, found in Megiddo 
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NOTES 


Among the sick people of Israel — byw bin Jina: 

As a rule, the objective is to have each individual 

include himself in the collective, as God's compas- 
sion is greater on the collective and He also shows 
compassion to the individual members of the col- 
lective. Therefore, halakhot and stringencies relevant 
to individuals do not apply to the nation as a whole. 


Anyone who requests that his needs be met in 
the Aramaic language, the ministering angels do 
not attend to him - py wai wha vow Seiwa dy 
b pppu wI abn: The statements of the Sages in 
this matter are difficult in every sense. With regard to 
the essence of the matter that the ministering angels 
are not familiar [makkirin] with the Aramaic language, 
some explained that makkirin here means to hold 
close or to endear, as in the verse: “May those who 
hold you close [makkirekh] be blessed” (Ruth 2:19; 
see Kaftor VaFerah). Others explained that this state- 
ment was said specifically with regard to the Aramaic 
anguage, which is despicable, but requests in other 
anguages are permitted (Rosh). The matter itself 
is astonishing because it is forbidden to pray to an 
emissary or interlocutor. What, then, do angels have 
o do with our prayers? Some explained that this 
eaches us that one should not pray in the Aramaic 
anguage because it is the language of common 
speech. A person would come to treat his prayer like 
he does common speech and fail to have appropriate 
intent. However, when praying in Hebrew, where the 
ormula of the prayers is of the highest quality, he will 
have the proper intent. The matter of the ministering 
angels was only said as a platitude. If he does not 
have intention in his prayer, even ministering angels 
cannot invest his prayer with meaning (Hakotev). 
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HALAKHA 


Rabbi Yehuda says that it is appropriate to say: May the Omnipres- 
ent have compassion upon you and upon all the sick people of Is- 
rael. Rabbi Yosei says that it is appropriate to say: May the Omni- 
present have compassion upon you among the sick people of 
Israel,“ thereby including this sick person within the community of 
Israel. When Shevna of Jerusalem would visit a sick person on Shab- 
bat, upon entering, he would say shalom. And when he exited he 
would say: It is Shabbat when one is prohibited to cry out, and 
healing is soon to come, and His compassion is abundant, and rest 
on Shabbat in peace. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose 
opinion is the halakha that Rabbi Hanina said: One who has a sick 
person in his house must include him among the sick people of 
Israel" in his prayer? In accordance with whose opinion? In accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


And Rabbi Hanina said: It was only with great difficulty that the 
Sages permitted to comfort the mourners and visit the sick on 
Shabbat, as both the visitor and the comforter experience suffering 
on Shabbat. They permitted it only due to the mitzva involved in these 
activities. Rabba bar bar Hana said: When we would follow Rabbi 
Elazar to inquire about the health of a sick person; sometimes he 
would say in Hebrew: May the Omnipresent remember you for 
peace, and sometimes he would say to him in Aramaic: May the 
all-Merciful remember you for peace. He would say it in Aramaic 
when the sick person did not understand Hebrew (Rav Elazar Moshe 
Horovitz). The Gemara asks: How did he do this, pray in Aramaic? 
Didn’t Rav Yehuda say: A person should never request that his 
needs be met in the Aramaic language?" And, similarly, Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Anyone who requests that his needs be met in the 
Aramaic language, the ministering angels do not attend to him" to 
bring his prayer before God, as the ministering angels are not famil- 
iar with the Aramaic language, but only with the sacred tongue, 
Hebrew, exclusively. The Gemara responds: A sick person is different. 
He does not need the angels to bring his prayer before God because 
the Divine Presence is with him." 


As Rav Anan said that Rav said: From where is it derived that the 

Divine Presence cares for and aids the sick person? As it is stated: 
“God will support him on the bed of illness” (Psalms 41:4). The 

Gemara comments: That was also taught in a baraita: One who en- 
ters to visit the sick person should sit neither on the bed nor ona 

chair; rather, he should wrap himself in his prayer shawl with trepi- 
dation and awe, and sit before the sick person below him, as the 

Divine Presence is above the head of the sick person, as it is stated: 

“God will support him on the bed of illness,’ and he must treat the 

Divine Presence with deference. On a similar note, Rava said that 

Ravin said: From where is it derived that the Holy One, Blessed be 

He, feeds the sick person during his illness? As it is stated: “God 

will support him on the bed of illness.” 


Visiting the sick on Shabbat - nawa odin apa: One who 
visits a sick person on Shabbat says: It is Shabbat when it is 
prohibited to cry out, and healing is soon to come, and His 
compassion is abundant, and rest on Shabbat in peace. That 
is in accordance with the statement of Shevna of Jerusalem, 
whose statement includes and explains the opinion of the first 
tanna (Tur, Shulhan Arukh). The custom is in accordance with 
others who say that it is not necessary to say: His compassion 
is abundant (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 287:1 and Yoreh De'a 335:6). 


One who has a sick person...must include him among the 
sick people of Israel —*4in Jina way pry...tbin b wow on 
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yw: One who visits the sick must include him in his prayers 
among all the sick people of Israel, as per the statement of Rabbi 
Yosei (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 335:6). 


A person should never request that his needs be met in the 
Aramaic language — "a7 "wa yor ons dew dy obiyd: 
Because of the various explanations of this matter, the opinions 
of the authorities were also divided. Some say that communal 
prayer may be recited in any language that the community 
understands, unless it is in Hebrew, in which case they fulfill 
their obligation even without understanding (Magen Avra- 
ham), while the prayer of the individual may be recited only 
in Hebrew (Rif). Others say that even an individual may pray 


in any language; however, personal requests must be exclu- 
sively in Hebrew (the Sages of France). Yet others ruled that 
one is permitted to make even personal requests in any lan- 
guage other than Aramaic (Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
101:4). 


A sick person is different because the Divine Presence is 
with him — tay nyswt bin w: When a person is praying 
for a sick person in the presence of the sick person, he may 
pray in any language because the Divine Presence rests upon 
the sick person. If one is praying for the sick person when the 
sick person is not present, he should pray only in Hebrew in 
order to satisfy all opinions (Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 335:5). 
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One may not read a book by candlelight. . 
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We learned in the mishna that one may not read a book by candle- 
light on Shabbat. Rabba said: Since a decree was issued, there is no 
distinction whether or not the lamp was near enough to him to enable 
him to adjust the wick. The prohibition applies even if the lamp was 
two statures of a person high," and even as high as two plow handles, 
and even if it was as high as ten houses one atop the other. We 
learned in the mishna that one may not read, and the Gemara infers: 
One may not read, but for two, apparently he may well do so. They 
will not violate any prohibition, as two people together will certainly 
not forget the Shabbat prohibition. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught 
in a baraita that neither one nor two are permitted to read by the light 
of the lamp? Rabbi Elazar said: This is not difficult, as there is room 
to distinguish between them and say that here, where two were per- 
mitted to read by candlelight, it is referring to a case where they are 
both engaged in one matter" and will remind each other to refrain 
from adjusting the wick. There, where two were prohibited to read 
by candlelight it is referring to a case where they are engaged in two 
different matters. Since each is preoccupied with a different text, they 
will not pay attention and remind each other. Rav Huna said: And 
with regard to a bonfire," where everyone is sitting around it and not 
adjacent to it, even if they were ten people, it is prohibited to read 
by its light. When sitting around a bonfire, everyone sits at a distance 
from the others, and therefore they do not notice each other, and each 
is liable to adjust the firebrands to provide himself with more light. 


Rava said: Even though they prohibited reading by candlelight due 
to a decree lest they adjust the wick, if he is an important person, it 
is permitted," as even on weekdays he is not accustomed to adjust a 
lamp that is dirty with oil. The Gemara raises an objection from that 
which was taught in a Tosefta: One may not read a book on Shabbat 
by the light of the lamp, lest he adjust it. The Tosefta relates that 
Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha said: I will read and will not adjust, as 
I will certainly not forget that it is Shabbat. However, once he read a 
book by candlelight and he sought to adjust the wick. He said: How 
great are the words of the Sages, who would say that one may not 
read by candlelight, as even a person like me sought to adjust the 
wick. Rabbi Natan says: That was not the way it happened. Rather, 
he read and actually adjusted the wick, and he wrote afterward in 
his notebook [pinkas]:° I, Yishmael ben Elisha, read and adjusted 
a lamp on Shabbat. When the Temple will be rebuilt I will bring a 
fat sin-offering as atonement for this sin. This proves that even an 
important person like Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha is liable to adjust 
the wick. Rabbi Abba said: Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha is different, 
since with regard to the study of Torah, he comports himself like 
a simple man with no air of importance, but generally, an important 
person would not dirty his hands and adjust the wick. 


HALAKHA 


-even if the lamp book, but two books, even if it is one matter, are prohibited. One 


was two statures high — mw risa tyox...ract TKY KIP xd) 


ninip: When the Sages prohibited reading on Shabbat by can- 


dlelight, they prohibited doing so even if the lamp is placed so 


high that there is no room for concern that one might adjust it. 


The ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba. For types 
of lights with regard to which there is no significant concern 
that one might adjust them, e.g., wax candles, some permitted 


reading by their light to fulfill a mitzva (Maharshal). Others per- 


mit reading by the light of a lantern locked with a key (Magen 
Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:14; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:1). 


Here, in one matter — “mX p393 1x3: Two are permitted to read 
by candlelight on Shabbat if they are reading one matter. The 
Rema wrote that this applies only if they are reading from one 


of the commentaries holds that one matter is permitted even 
with two books (Magen Avraham). Others say that the leniency 
with regard to one matter and two people applies only with 
regard to fulfilling a mitzva (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:2). 


And with regard to a bonfire - 77177931: One may not read by 
the light of a bonfire on Shabbat, even if ten people are seated 
around it, as per the opinion of Rav Huna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 275:5). 


If he is an important person, it is permitted — x17 DWN OTK ON 
sma: An important person, who generally would not adjust a 
lamp even on weekdays, is permitted to read by candlelight on 
Shabbat, as per the Tosefta (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:4). 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 
Notebook [pinkas] - D33: From the Greek ziva, pinax. 
ts primary meaning is a tablet on which one writes. Over 
ime, the notebook became several tablets connected to 
each other in the form of a small book. The notebooks in 
he time of the Talmud varied in shape and were made 
rom various materials. It seems that the most common of 
hem was a notebook made of tablets of wood on which 
hey smeared a layer of wax, in which they would carve 
words and erase them to write again. 


Illustration of a talmudic-era notebook 
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NOTES 

Servant may examine cups — nibia Pia waw: There are 
many variant readings and explanations of this matter. Some 
explain that it is prohibited for a servant who is not regularly 
employed to examine the cups because he is unfamiliar with 
them and will examine them more carefully. A regularly 
employed servant who is familiar with them will examine 
them only minimally (Ran). According to this opinion and 
reading, the story of Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba’s servant is 
cited because he was not regularly employed in the house 
of Rav Asi. Another opinion explains that a servant who is not 
regularly employed may not examine the cups because he is 
concerned that the master might not hire him if he does not 
check them carefully; however, a regularly employed servant 
with job security does not share that concern, and may, 
therefore, examine the cups. According to this approach, the 
question was asked with regard to a regular servant and an 
oil lamp, and Rabbi Yirmeya's servant was a regular servant 
(Tosafot). Some explain the final question as also referring 
to a regular servant according to the opinion that he exam- 
ines them only minimally. However, the Gemara repeats the 
question in order to clarify which of these variant readings is 
the basis for the accepted halakha (Rambam). 


LANGUAGE 


Naphtha [nafta] - x993: This word reached the Hebrew lan- 
guage from the Greek vag®ac or váða, naftha or nafthas, 
and the Greeks borrowed it from the Persian naft, meaning 
mineral oil. Some believe that the word has a Semitic root, 
from the Akkadian naptu, meaning to inflame. 


Lamp [sheraga] — 31: This word was borrowed from 
the Iranian in several Aramaic dialects. In Modern Persian, the 
form of the word is chiragh, which means lamp or cande- 
labrum. 


BACKGROUND 
Halakha and a public ruling is not issued to that effect - 
prap) n: This principle is applied to several matters 
in the Torah. There are actions that are permitted, and a Torah 
scholar, who is aware that they are permitted, may act ac- 
cordingly. Nevertheless, a public ruling on the matter is not 
issued, as that is liable to lead the less educated masses to sin. 
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HALAKHA 


A servant may examine cups - nidia ptia waw: Due to the 


alternative readings of this passage, there are various exp 


nations resulting in varying halakhic rulings. The authorities 


ruled that it is prohibited for a servant who is not a regu 
employee is to examine cups by candlelight on Shabbat al 


gether (Rambam). It is permitted for a regular servant to do so 


with a naphtha lamp whose light is substantial. However, wi 
regard to an oil lamp, examination is permitted de jure, but 


a- 


ar 
0- 


h 
a 


public ruling is not issued to that effect, in accordance wi 
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the opinion of Rav. Others say that even a servant who is not 
a regular employee is permitted to examine the cups by the 
light of a naphtha lamp, since it is disgusting (Rema, based on 
Tur and Beit Yosef, Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:16; 


Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:12). 


To arrange the beginning of his sections — »wx1 110) 
ynpwrs: A teacher teaching his students may find the place 
where the students are to begin reading by candlelight. He 


On this subject, the Gemara cites two apparently contradictory 
baraitot. It was taught in one baraita that a servant may examine 
cups™ and bowls by candlelight to check if they are clean. And it 
was taught in another baraita that he may not examine them. The 
Gemara explains: This is not difficult. Rather, here, the baraita that 
prohibited examining the cups, is referring to a regularly employed 
servant who fears his master and examines the dishes meticulously. 
Therefore, there is concern lest he come to adjust the wick. While 
there, the baraita that permitted examining the cups, is referring to 
a servant who is not regularly employed, does not fear his master, 
and therefore will not check meticulously. There is no concern lest 
he come to adjust the wick. And if you wish, say instead that this 
baraita and that baraita are both referring to a regularly employed 
servant. And this is not difficult, as they are not referring to the 
same kind of lamp. This baraita, which prohibited examining the 
dishes, is referring to an oil lamp, where there is room for concern 
lest he adjust it. And that baraita, which permitted examining the 
dishes, is referring to a naphtha [nafta]: lamp. Since the naphtha 
lamp is dirty, the servant certainly will not touch it while checking 
the cups and dishes. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the ruling with 
regard to a servant who is not regularly employed in terms of ex- 
amining cups and dishes by the light of an oil lamp? Is he permitted 
to examine the cups by candlelight, or not? From the perspective 
of his being a servant not regularly employed, it should be permitted. 
On the other hand, because it is an oil lamp it should be prohibited. 
Rav said: The halakha is that it is permitted, and, however, ab initio 
a public ruling is not issued to that effect® so that they will not 
come to sin. However, one who knows the halakha that it is permit- 
ted may practice accordingly. Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: That 
halakha is that it is permitted and a public ruling is issued to that 
effect. The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba happened 
to come to the house of Rav Asi on Shabbat. Rabbi Yirmeya’s 
servant stood and examined the cups by the light of a lamp 
[sheraga],'as he was not a regularly employed servant in the house 
of Rav Asi. Rav Asi’s wife said to Rav Asi: But the Master, you, does 
not do so. You prohibit doing so. Why is the servant of Rabbi 
Yirmeya examining the cups? He said to her: Leave him, he holds 
in accordance with the opinion of his master. 


We learned in the mishna that in truth they said that the attendant 
sees where in the book the children under his supervision are read- 
ing, but he himself should not read. The Gemara asked: Didn’t you 
say in the first clause of the mishna that the attendant sees? Doesn't 
that mean that he sees in order to read? How can that part of the 
mishna conclude by saying that he may not read? The Gemara an- 
swers: No, it does not mean that the attendant is permitted to actu- 
ally read; rather, he is only permitted to look and arrange the begin- 
ning of his sections" of the Torah that he must read the next day. 
And so too, Rabba bar Shmuel said: However, he may arrange 
the beginning of his sections that he must read the next day. The 
Gemara asks: And may he not read the entire section? 


may also arrange the beginning of the sections by reading 
them from the book, but may only read the entire section 
orally. The same is true with regard to anyone who does not 
want to actually read by candlelight but only to look at some- 
thing that he already knows. It is permitted to look at it even 
by candlelight, as his legal status is equivalent to that of the 
teacher arranging the beginning of the sections (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
275710). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a 
Tosefta: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The schoolchildren 
would organize the sections and read the book by candlelight." 
Apparently, it is permitted to read by candlelight on Shabbat. The 
Gemara answers: If you wish, say that the Tosefta is only referring 
to the beginning of the sections. And if you wish, say instead that 
children are different in this regard. Since the fear of their teacher 
is upon them, they will not come to adjust the wick. Even on a 
weekday, fear of their teacher will prevent them from tending to the 
lamp during their study. 


We learned in the mishna: Similar to this decree of Shabbat, the 
Sages issued a decree that the zav may not eat with his wife, the zava, 
even though they are both ritually impure, because by eating to- 
gether they will come to excessive intimacy and become accustomed 
to sin. It was taught in a Tosefta that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: 
Come and see to what extent ritual purity was widespread in Is- 
rael, as we did not learn: The ritually pure may not eat with the 
ritually impure woman; but rather, the zav may not eat with the 
zava,” although they are both ritually impure, lest he become ac- 
customed to sin. Needless to say, a pure and an impure person 
certainly would not eat together, as everyone was careful with regard 
to ritual purity. On a similar note, the Sages said: A zav who gener- 
ally distances himself from ritual impurity, eats ritually pure food, 
and is careful about separating tithes, may not eat with a zav who 
is an am ha‘aretz, who does not distance himself from ritual impu- 
rity and is not careful about separating tithes, due to the concern lest 
the am ha‘aretz accustom him to frequently spend time with him, 
by means of a shared meal. 


The Gemara wonders: And if he accustoms him to be with him, 
what of it, what is the problem? Rather, say: Lest he feed him im- 
pure items." The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the zav who 
generally distances himself from ritual impurity does not eat im- 
pure things? In his impure state, everything he touches automati- 
cally becomes impure, so why would he be concerned with regard 
to impure items? Abaye said: This prohibition is due to a decree 
issued by the Sages lest the am ha‘aretz feed him food items that are 
not tithed. Rava said: He needn't worry about items that are not 
tithed. Even if his friend was an am haaretz, there is a general prin- 
ciple in effect that most amei ha‘aretz tithe their fruits. Rather, the 
Sages were concerned lest he become accustomed to spending time 
with the am haaretz even after the period of his impurity and he 
feed him impure items even during the days of his purity. 


An additional dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to 
the requirement to distance oneself from prohibition and impurity: 
What is the halakha with regard to a menstruating woman? May 
she sleep with her husband in one bed while she is in her clothes 
and he is in his clothes? Rav Yosef said: Come and hear a resolu- 
tion to this dilemma from what we learned in a mishna: The fowl is 
permitted to be placed together with the cheese on the table, al- 
though it may not be eaten with cheese. This is the statement of 
Beit Shammai. Beit Hillel say: The fowl is neither permitted to be 
placed together with the cheese on the table, nor may it be eaten 
with it. According to the opinion of Beit Hillel, which is the halakha, 
not only must one distance himself from the sin itself, but one must 
also make certain that items that are prohibited together are not 
placed together. The Gemara rejects this: There it is different as 
there are not several consciousnesses. When the fowl and the 
cheese are on one person's table, he is liable to err and eat them both, 
as there is only one consciousness there, his. That is not the case 
when there are two people in one bed. In that case, there are two 
consciousnesses and there is no concern that they will both forget 
the prohibition. 


NOTES 


The schoolchildren would organize the sections and 
read by candlelight - sind PUP Dwr PIT... PDT 
313: The Sages differ in explaining this matter. Some say that 
children are permitted to read only in their teacher's pres- 
ence because they fear him (Rambam). Others explain that 
children are permitted to read even without their teacher 
present. Because they fear their teacher, even when he is 
not there they dare not reach out their hand to adjust the 
wick (Rashba). 


Lest he feed him impure items - pxav O37 ayo Naw: 

It is important to remember that eating impure food items 
that came into contact with a source of impurity is not 
prohibited by Torah law. The prohibitions related to ritual 
impurity apply only to distancing impurity from teruma, 
consecrated items, and the Temple. Nevertheless, over the 
generations there was a custom to eat even non-sacred 

food in purity. That custom originated among those who 
were especially vigilant in the fulfillment of mitzvot, e.g., 
perushim and haverim, who accepted this additional sanc- 
tity upon themselves. 


HALAKHA 


The schoolchildren would organize the sections and 
read by candlelight - sind PUP Tews py... PDT 
377: Children are permitted to read by the light of a lamp 
on Shabbat. We are not concerned lest they adjust the wick 
since the fear of their teacher is upon them (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
275:6). 


The zav may not eat with the zava - 7317 Oy 317 bond x: 
Even when a man is impure, he is only permitted to eat 
with his impure, menstruating wife if they make notice- 
able changes to ensure awareness of their condition and 
separation (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1118 
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 16:11; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 195:3). 
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HALAKHA 


So too, his wife when menstruating, even when 

he is in his clothes and she is in her clothes, is pro- 
hibited — VON% 77333 NM $1393 NIT TN AWN AX: 

It is prohibited for a husband to sleep in one bed 
with his wife when her status is that of a menstruat- 
ing woman, even when they are both dressed and 
even if each has his own linens. It is prohibited even 
to sleep in two beds that are touching (Rambam 

Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 11:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 195:6). 


NOTES 


The Torah only prohibited intimacy that involves 
engaging in prohibited sexual relations - mp% x 
aba ni mba by manip xx mm: Some explain 
that Rabbi Pedat also wanted to ‘prohibit intimacy 
with a married woman because, clearly, that inti- 
macy will lead to prohibited sexual relations. That is 
is not the case with one’s relatives (Tosafot). From Jo- 
seph’s statement to Potiphar's wife, apparently even 
intimacy that does not involve sexual relations is 
prohibited with a married woman (see the commen- 
taries on the Torah there). Rabbi Pedat merely said 
that one should not derive a halakha with regard to 
all prohibited sexual relations from the juxtaposition 
in the verse in the book of Ezekiel (Ramban). 
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The Gemara adds: So too, itis reasonable to say that where there are two 

or more consciousnesses it is different, as it was taught in the latter 
clause of that mishna, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Two guests 

in one house may eat on one table this one eating meat and this one 

eating cheese, and they need not be concerned. The Gemara rejects this: 
That is not a proof. Was it not said with regard to this halakha that Rab- 
bi Hanin bar Ami said that Shmuel said: They only taught that the two 

of them may eat on one table when they are not familiar with each 

other; however, ifthey are familiar with each other it is prohibited for 
them to eat on one table, as there is room for concern that due to their 
familiarity they will share their food and come to sin. And, if so, these too, 
the husband and his wife, are familiar with each other. There is room for 
concern that they will not keep appropriate distance, and therefore they 
may not sleep together in one bed even ifhe is wearing his clothes and she 

is wearing her clothes. The Gemara rejects this: How can you compare 

these two cases? There, in the case of meat and milk, there are two con- 
sciousnesses; however, there is no noticeable change from the norm, as 

the meat and the cheese are on the table without any obvious indication 

to remind them not to mix the food items. While, here, in the case of the 

menstruating woman, there are two consciousnesses and there is also a 

noticeable change from the norm, as it is unusual for people to sleep in 

their clothes. The fact that they are both dressed constitutes a change. 


Others cite the previous passage as proof for Rav Yosef’s opinion and then 
reject it and say: Come and hear, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
Two guests may eat on one table, this one eating meat and this one eat- 
ing cheese. And it was stated with regard to this halakha that Rabbi 
Hanin bar Ami said that Shmuel said: They only taught that the two of 
them may eat on one table when they are not familiar with each other; 
however, if they are familiar with each other it is prohibited for them 
to eat on one table, as there is room for concern that due to their familiar- 
ity they will share their food and come to sin. And, if so, these too, the 
husband and his wife are familiar with each other. There is room for 
concern that they will not act with the appropriate separation, and there- 
fore they cannot sleep together in one bed, even if he is wearing his clothes 
and she is wearing her clothes. The Gemara distinguishes between the 
cases: There, in the case of meat and cheese, although there are two 
consciousnesses, there is no noticeable change. The meat and the cheese 
are on the table with no obvious indication to remind them not to mix 
the food items. While here, in the case of the menstruating woman, there 
are two consciousnesses and there is also a noticeable change. 


Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from what we learned in our 

mishna: The zav may not eat with the zava due to concern that excessive 

intimacy will lead them to become accustomed to sin. Even eating to- 
gether is prohibited. The Gemara answers: Here, too, although there are 

two consciousnesses, there is no noticeable change. 


Come and hear a different resolution from that which was taught in a 
baraita: It is stated: “And he has not eaten upon the mountains, neither 
has he lifted up his eyes to the idols of the house of Israel, neither has he 
defiled his neighbor’s wife, neither has he come near to a woman in her 
impurity” (Ezekiel 18:6). This verse juxtaposes a menstruating woman 
to his neighbor’s wife. Just as lying together with his neighbor’s wife, 
even when he is in his clothes and she is in her clothes, is prohibited, 
so too, lying with his wife when she is menstruating, even when he is in 
his clothes and she is in her clothes, is prohibited." 


The Gemara comments: And this conclusion disagrees with the opinion 
of Rabbi Pedat, as Rabbi Pedat said: The Torah only prohibited inti- 
macy that involves engaging in prohibited sexual relations,’ as it is 
stated: “None of you shall approach to any that is near of kin to him, 
to uncover their nakedness” (Leviticus 18:6). The prohibition of inti- 
macy in the Torah applies exclusively to relations, and all other kinds of 
intimacy that do not include actual relations are not included in the pro- 
hibition. When there is separation, they did not issue a decree. 
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The Gemara relates that Ulla, when he would come from the 
house of his teacher, would kiss his sisters on their chests. 
And some say: On their hands. Ulla was not concerned about 
violating the prohibition of displaying affection toward a rela- 
tive forbidden to him, as his intention was not to have rela- 
tions with them. The Gemara adds that his action was in 
contradiction to a saying of his, as Ulla said: Even any inti- 
macy is prohibited" with a woman with whom he is forbid- 
den to engage in sexual relations due to the reason formulated 
as an adage: Go around, go around, and do not approach the 
vineyard, they say to the nazirite. They advise the nazirite, 
who is forbidden to consume any product of a vine, that he 
should not even approach the vineyard. The same is true with 
regard to the prohibition of forbidden relations. According to 
Ulla, one must distance himself from them to whatever degree 
possible. 


The Sage in the school of Eliyahu’ taught a baraita that deals 

with this halakha: There was an incident involving one stu- 
dent" who studied much Mishna and read much Bible, and 

served Torah scholars extensively, studying Torah from them, 
and, nevertheless, died at half his days, half his life expec- 
tancy. His wife in her bitterness would take his phylacteries 

and go around with them to synagogues and study halls, 
and she said to the Sages: It is written in the Torah: “For it 

is your life and the length of your days” (Deuteronomy 
30:20). If so, my husband who studied much Mishna, and 

read much Bible, 


and served Torah scholars extensively, why did he die at 
half his days? Where is the length of days promised him in 
the verse? No one would respond to her astonishment at all. 
Eliyahu said: One time I was a guest in her house, and she 
was relating that entire event with regard to the death of her 
husband. And I said to her: My daughter, during the period 
of your menstruation, how did he act toward you?" She said 
to me: Heaven forbid, he did not touch me even with his 
little finger. And I asked her: In the days of your white gar- 
ments, after the menstrual flow ended, and you were just 
counting clean days, how did he act toward you then?" She 
said to me: He ate with me, and drank with me, and slept 
with me with bodily contact and, however, it did not enter 
his mind about something else, i.e., conjugal relations. And 
I said to her: Blessed is the Omnipresent who killed him for 
this sin, as your husband did not show respect to the Torah." 
The Torah said: “And to a woman in the separation of her 
impurity you should not approach” (Leviticus 18:19), even 
mere affectionate contact is prohibited. The Gemara relates 
that when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, 
he said: That student did not actually sleep with her with 
bodily contact; rather, it was in one bed that they slept with- 
out contact. In the West, in Eretz Yisrael, they say that Rav 
Yitzhak bar Yosef said: When they would sleep together in 
one bed, she wore a belt [sinar]! from the waist down that 
would separate between him and her. Nevertheless, since 
the matter is prohibited, that student was punished. 


ermission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 
Even any intimacy is prohibited - ox TaNp ow bay: One may 
not have any physical intimacy, i.e., hugging or kissing, with women 
with whom sexual relations is forbidden, with the exception of his 
mother or daughter. This prohibition applies even if he derives no 
pleasure and his evil inclination is not stimulated, as per the statement 
of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 21:7). 


PERSONALITIES 


Eliyahu - ang: In many places in the Talmud and the midrash, Elijah 
the Prophet appears to people, especially to the Sages, and resolves 
their dilemmas. As it is stated in the Prophets (11 Kings 2:11), Elijah did 
not die and he continues to serve as an emissary of God. On the one 
hand, he is the angel of the covenant. On the other hand, he is a person 
who alleviates problems in the world. 

The midrash named Tanna Devei Eliyahu or Seder Eliyahu Rabba and 
Seder Eliyahu Zuta is an independent entity. It is said in the Talmud 
Ketubot noa) that Elijah revealed halakha and aggada in these books 
o Rav Anan. 

However, there are those who believe that Tanna Devei Eliyahu and 
he school of Eliyahu are not references to Elijah the Prophet; rather, 
hey are named for one of the tannaim who lived during the Second 
Temple period (Sefer Beer Sheva). One could possibly draw the same 
conclusion from one of the variant readings in the Rambam. According 
o that opinion, Tanna Devei Eliyahu, especially those sections where 
Eliyahu tells of his work and conversations with others, are merely 
statements of that tanna. 


NOTES 


An incident involving one student, etc. — 131 1m% ana mwyn: The 
early commentaries wondered how that student, who was a Torah 
scholar, could treat Torah matters with such disdain. By Torah law, a 
menstruating woman is impure until she immerses herself in a ritual 
bath. They explain that his custom or the prevailing custom (Tosafot) 
was that a woman would immerse herself at the end of the days of 
her menstrual flow, when her period of impurity ended by Torah law. 
As a result, during those extra days added due to the stringency that 
Jewish women imposed upon themselves, he did not conduct himself 
with the same stringency (Ramban; Rashba). 


HALAKHA 
During the period of your menstruation, how did he act toward 
you — sy KT ma gT Yaa: A man must distance himself from 
his wife as long as she has menstruating woman status. He may not 
touch her at all, even with his little finger. In addition, he may not 
hand her anything directly nor receive anything directly from her 
hand (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 11:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 195:2). 


In the days of your white garments, how did he act toward you 
then - by wn pad »ava: Even in the days following the menstrual 
flow, known as the days of white garments, all of the prohibitions 
and separations of the menstruation period apply until she immerses 
herself (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 11:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 195114). 


NOTES 
As he did not show respect to the Torah - mind D5 KWI Kw: 
Some explain that this means that the Holy One, Blessed be He, did 
not accord the Torah student preferential treatment. Although he was 
a Torah scholar, God would not overlook his sin. Because he violated 
a rabbinic decree, he was punished (Megillat Esther). 


LANGUAGE 
Belt [sinar] - 339: The origin of this word is not clear. Apparently it was 
borrowed from the Greek Cwvaptov, Zonarion, which means a kind of 
long belt that women wear on their flesh. 
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PERSONALITIES 
Hananya ben Hizkiya — mpm ja maan: He was one of the 
tannaiim in the Second Temple period. We are familiar with only 
a few of the names of Sages from the earlier generations. Appar- 
ently, Hananya ben Hizkiya lived in the days of the students o 
Shammai and Hillel, although he himself was not among them. 
His greatest accomplishment, for which he is praised in severa 
places in the Talmud, was his defense of the book of Ezekiel. There 
are apparent contradictions between the Torah and the book o 
Ezekiel. In addition, the book of Ezekiel contains the description 
of God's chariot and other mysteries. As a result, the Sages sough 
o suppress it. Only thanks to Hananya ben Hizkiya was the book 
preserved as part of the canon. 
Apparently, his son, Rabbi Eliezer, who is mentioned severa 
imes in the sources, assisted him in authoring Megillat Ta‘anit and 
perhaps did most of the work. 


NOTES © 
Were counted, and Beit Shammai outnumbered - 131119193: The 
decisions of the Sages were usually reached in a meeting place 
where the most prominent Sages would gather. They would 
determine the halakha according to a majority vote. This incident 
was an unofficial gathering of Sages in an attic. In a departure 
from routine, the majority ruled in favor of Beit Shammai. Many 
reactions to this incident were noted, among them the expres- 
sion: And that day was as difficult for Israel as the day the Golden 
Calf was made. Apparently, the dispute between the parties was 
very intense, and Beit Shammai’s majority was an unexpected 
development. The arguments with regard to assessment of these 
decrees continued during the subsequent generations. Neverthe- 
less, due to the intensity of the arguments, the Sages decided not 
to abrogate the decrees. 
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Table of the levels of impurity 


BACKGROUND 


MI S HNA And these are among the halakhot 


that the Sages, who went up to visit 
him, said in the upper story of Hananya ben Hizkiya® ben 
Garon. The precise nature of these halakhot will be explained 
in the Gemara. These halakhot are considered one unit be- 
cause they share a distinctive element. Since many Sages were 
there, among them most of the generation's Torah scholars in 
Eretz Yisrael, they engaged in discussion of various halakhot 
of the Torah. It turned out that when the people expressing 
opinions were counted, the students of Beit Shammai out- 
numbered" the students of Beit Hillel, and they issued de- 
crees with regard to eighteen matters on that day in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Beit Shammai.’ 


With regard to the language that in- 
GEMARA a qi 


troduces our mishna, Abaye said to 
Rav Yosef: Did we learn in our mishna: These are among the 
halakhot, or did we learn in our mishna: And these are among 
the halakhot? The difference is significant. Did we learn: And 
these, and if so the reference would be to those that we said 
earlier, i.e., that those halakhot are included in the decrees? Or 
did we learn: These, and if so the reference would be to those 
that we seek to mention below? Come and hear a solution 
to this dilemma from the fact that these matters were taught 
together in a baraita: One may not shake garments to rid 
them of lice by the light of the lamp and one may not read 
by the light of the lamp; and these are among the halakhot 
that the Sages said in the attic of Hananya ben Hizkiya ben 
Garon. Conclude from this that we learned: And these in 
the mishna, and the reference is to the decrees mentioned 
earlier. 


In the context of this chapter, in the midst of the discussion of the eighteen decrees, many halakhot of ritual purity and impurity are discussed. In this chart, the primary framework of these ha- 
lakhot is delineated. It is important to remember that numerous details are not included in these general principles. 


Ultimate source of ritual impurity 


Primary source of ritual impurity 


First degree ritual impurity 
(Secondary source of ritual impurity) 


Second degree ritual impurity 


Third degree ritual impurity 
(only applies to teruma and consecrated items) 


Fourth degree ritual impurity 
(only applies to consecrated items) 


Corpse 


Any person or vessel that came in contact with a corpse, a 
leper, a zav, a dead creeping animal, an animal carcass 


A person, vessel, or food that comes in contact with a 
dead creeping animal, a zav, an animal carcass, etc. 


Foods and liquids that come in contact with first 
degree ritual impurity, e.g., one who immersed himself 
during the day, hands, the rest of the eighteen items 

with regard to which the decree was issued 


Foods and liquids that come in contact 
with second degree ritual impurity 


Foods and liquids that come in contact 
with third degree ritual impurity 


impure a primary source of ritual impurity 


Confers first degree ritual impurity status 
upon any person, vessel, or food item 


Confers second degree ritual impurity status upon any foods 
or liquids and disqualifies non-sacred foods and liquids 


Confers third degree ritual impurity status upon 
consecrated foods and liquids and disqualifies teruma 


Teruma with this status is disqualified and it 
disqualifies consecrated foods and liquids 


Consecrated foods and liquids with this status are disqualified 


Certain principles relating to the details of ritual purity and 
impurity must be added to this general outline. The term dis- 
qualify appears in this chart. In the context of the halakhot of 
impurity, it means: It causes other items to become ritually 
impure; however, those items cannot render other items im- 
pure. In contrast, an item that is ritually impure is impure itself 
and can transmit that impurity to other items. 

The standard halakha is that non-sacred foods are ritually 
impure when they have first degree ritual impurity status and 
disqualified when they have second degree status. Jeruma, 
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which is of elevated sanctity, is disqualified even when it 
has third degree status. Consecrated items, which have an 
even higher level of sanctity, are disqualified when they have 
fourth degree status. There are additional levels of impurity, 
though they are not enumerated with the standard 
During certain periods in Jewish history, there were groups 
who were especially vigilant in the fulfillment of mitzvot and 
were careful to eat their non-sacred foods according 
purity standards of teruma, i.e., they avoided having their 
food come in contact with second degree ritual impurity. 


There were even those who were careful to eat their non- 
sacred foods according to the purity standards of consecrated 
items. 

Another principle in the halakhot of impurity is that food 
can only render other food ritually impure by means of liquids, 
which serve as conductors of ritual impurity. An additional 
rabbinic decree was added to this halakha: All impure liquids, 
regardless of their degree of impurity, will always have first 
degree ritual impurity status. There are very few cases where 
this decree does not apply. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to Megillat Ta anit, which is 
a list of days of redemption that were established as celebrations for 
generations: Who wrote Megillat Ta‘anit?® This scroll was written by 
Hananya ben Hizkiya ben Garon and his faction, who held dear the 
memory ofthe troubles that befell Israel and their salvation from them. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: We also hold dear the memory 
of the troubles from which Israel was saved, but what can we do? If 
we came to write all the days of that kind, we would not manage to 
do so, as the troubles that Israel experienced in every generation and 
era are numerous, and on each day there is an event worthy of com- 
memoration. 


Alternatively: Why do we not record the days of salvation from trou- 
bles? Just as a crazy person is not hurt, as he is not aware of the 
troubles that befall him, so too, we cannot appreciate the magnitude 
of the calamities that befall us. 


Alternatively: The flesh of a dead person does not feel the scalpel 

[izemel]"" cutting into him, and we, too, are in such a difficult situation 

that we no longer feel the pains and troubles. With regard to the last 

analogy, the Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Yitzhak say: The 

gnawing of maggots is as excruciating to the dead as the stab of a 

needle is to the flesh of the living, as it is stated with regard to the 

dead: “But his flesh shall hurt him," and his soul mourns over him” 
(Job 14:22)? Rather, say and explain the matter: The dead flesh in parts 

of the body of the living person that are insensitive to pain does not 

feel the scalpel that cuts him. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Truly, that man is remembered for 
the good, and his name is Hananya ben Hizkiya, as if not for him, 
the book of Ezekiel" would have been suppressed because its con- 
tents, in many details, contradict matters of Torah. The Sages sought 
to suppress the book and exclude it from the canon. What did he, 
Hananya ben Hizkiya, do? They brought him three hundred jugs of 
oil, for light and food, up to his upper story, and he sat isolated in the 
upper story and did not move from there until he homiletically in- 
terpreted all of those verses in the book of Ezekiel that seemed con- 
tradictory, and resolved the contradictions. 


We learned in the mishna that when the Sages went up to the upper 
story of the house of Hananya ben Hizkiya ben Garon, they were 
counted and issued eighteen decrees in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai. The Gemara asks: What are those eighteen matters? 
The Gemara answers: As we learned in a mishna, a list of the decrees 
that the Sages issued with regard to items whose level of impurity is 
such that if they come into contact with teruma they disqualify it. By 
means of that contact, the teruma itself becomes impure, but it does 
not transmit impurity to other items. These disqualify teruma: One 
who eats food with first degree ritual impurity status acquired as a 
result of contact with a primary source of ritual impurity, e.g., a creep- 
ing animal; and one who eats food with second degree ritual impu- 
rity status acquired as a result of contact with an item with first degree 
ritual impurity status; and one who drinks impure liquids of any 
degree of impurity; and one whose head and most of his body come 
into drawn water after he immersed himself in a ritual bath to purify 
himself; and a ritually pure person that three log of drawn water fell 
on his head and most ofhis body; and a Torah scroll; and the hands 
of any person who did not purify himself for the purpose of handling 
teruma; and one who immersed himself during the day, i.e., one who 
was impure and immersed himself, and until evening he is not consid- 
ered completely pure; and foods and vessels that became impure by 
coming into contact with impure liquids. Contact with any of these 
disqualifies the teruma. The Gemara seeks to clarify these matters. 


The Gemara asks first: Who is the tanna who holds that one who eats 
food with first degree ritual impurity status, and one who eats food 
with second degree ritual impurity status, disqualify the teruma, but 


BACKGROUND 

Megillat Ta‘anit - mya nyan: Until the Mishna was 
written, writing the Oral Torah was prohibited. How- 
ever, standard practice was to make certain lists exclu- 
sively for individual use, e.g., the hidden scrolls. 

Megillat Ta'anit was the first book, apart from the 
Bible, that was written. This scroll, which is available 
today, includes a list of days on which it is prohibited 
to eulogize the deceased or fast due to the miraculous 
and joyous events that transpired on those days. 
The scroll is written in two languages: The primary 
halakha, the day and its legal status, is written in Ara- 
maic, while the descriptions of what happened each 
day are in Hebrew. 
The entire scroll was not written by Hananya ben 
Hizkiya and his son. Events were added in later genera- 
tions, approximately until the redaction of the Mishna. 
A citation from Megillat Ta'anit with regard to Hanuk- 
kah appears later on in this tractate (21b, p. 103). 


LANGUAGE 
Scalpel [izemel] — barns: From the Greek opin, smile. 
It means a knife for cutting and carving, a surgeon's 
knife, or a knife for cutting leaves. 


NOTES 


Scalpel -— Saree: The bronze handle of this Roman 
surgical knife was designed to be held between the 
thumb and the first two fingers, similar to a modern 
scalpel. Bronze was the metal of choice for surgical 
and medical instruments until the introduction of steel 
and iron. 


Roman scalpel 


Flesh of the dead — nat wa: Although the body of 
a deceased person feels nothing, his soul is pained 
over the body that was its sanctuary (Responsa of 
he Rashba). 


Book of Ezekiel - brp pb: There are various 
contradictions between the book of Ezekiel and the 
Torah, primarily with regard to halakhot pertaining 
o priests and the Temple. In parallel texts, several mi- 
drashic statements appear which address this issue. 
The mention of three hundred jugs of oil is hyperbole. 
That is the case everywhere that this number appears 
in rabbinic literature (Maharsha). 
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NOTES 


The opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua - now 
ywi IN ans 12): The dispute between Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua here with regard the laws of impurity 
is explained in greater detail elsewhere. Apparently, Rabbi 
Eliezer sought consistency (Rashi, Josafot) and therefore 
decreed that one who eats food with any degree of ritua 
impurity will assume ritual impurity status to that same 
degree. On the other hand, Rabbi Yehoshua contended 
that if food of first degree ritual impurity status and food o 
second degree ritual impurity status happen to come into 
contact with a liquid, they confer upon it first degree ritua 
impurity status. This is based on the principle that a liquid 
which becomes impure generally assumes first degree ritua 
impurity status. That liquid in turn confers upon anyone who 
touches it second degree ritual impurity status. However, in 
the case of food of third degree ritual impurity status, which 
no longer has the potential to make teruma impure, it is suf- 
ficient to decree upon liquids that come into contact with 
it second degree ritual impurity status, which would affect 
only consecrated items. 


In the case of non-sacred food items that were prepared 
as if their level of purity were on the level of the purity 
of teruma - mana mime by wyaw pana: Those who were 
especially vigilant in the fulfillment of mitzvot, e.g., perushim 
and haverim, would eat even non-sacred food in purity. They 
would be careful to avoid not only sources of ritual impurity 
capable of rendering non-sacred items impure, i.e., those 
with first degree ritual impurity status; they were stringent 
and treated the non-sacred items as if they were teruma 
and were therefore careful to avoid contact even with items 
of second degree ritual impurity status. There is a need to 
establish the halakha in this rare case because, although the 
halakhot of items with third degree ritual impurity status 
apply to teruma and consecrated items, this particular case 
is not discussed, as eating impure teruma and consecrated 
items is punishable by death at the hand of Heaven and karet 
respectively. Cases involving people who commit so severe 
a transgression are, as a rule, not discussed. 


HALAKHA 


One who eats food with first...and one who eats food 
with second degree ritual impurity status - bain baixa 
rw doin DDIN.. {wx The Sages decreed that one who ate 
food of first or second degree ritual impurity status assumes 
second degree ritual impurity status, as per the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot 
HaTuma 8:10). 


And one whose head and most of his body come into 
drawn water - paix D23 13171 WNT xam: The Sages de- 
creed that if one’s head and most of his body are submerged 
in drawn water, he assumes second degree ritual impurity 
status until he immerses himself in a ritual bath (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTuma 9:1). 
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do not render it impure; in other words, they do not render the 

teruma capable of transmitting impurity to other items? Rabba bar 
bar Hana said: Itis the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. As we learned 

in a mishna: Rabbi Eliezer’ says: One who eats food with first 

degree ritual impurity status assumes first degree ritual impurity 
status, and anything with first degree ritual impurity status renders 

teruma impure. And one who eats food with second degree ritual 

impurity status" assumes second degree ritual impurity status. One 

who eats food with third degree ritual impurity status assumes 

third degree ritual impurity status. Rabbi Yehoshua says: One who 

eats food with first degree ritual impurity status and one who eats 

food with second degree ritual impurity status assume second de- 
gree ritual impurity status. One with second degree ritual impurity 
status who comes into contact with teruma disqualifies it and does 

not render it impure. One who eats food with third degree ritual 

impurity status assumes second degree ritual impurity status vis-a- 
vis consecrated items, and he does not assume second degree rit- 
ual impurity status vis-a-vis teruma. Eating an item with third de- 
gree ritual impurity status is only feasible in the case of non-sacred 

items, as eating impure teruma is prohibited. It is only possible in 

the case of non-sacred food items that were prepared as if their 
level of purity were on the level of the purity of teruma." 


With regard to the decree itself, the Gemara asks: One who eats 
food with first degree ritual impurity status and one who eats food 
with second degree ritual impurity status; what is the reason the 
Sages decreed impurity upon him, rendering him impure? The 
Gemara answers: Because at times one eats impure food, and takes 
liquids of teruma, and casts them into his mouth and disqualifies 
the liquids, as the impure food comes into contact with the liquid 
in his mouth and disqualifies it. To prevent this, the Sages decreed 
that one who eats impure food becomes impure and must refrain 
from touching teruma at all. 


Similarly, the Gemara asks: One who drinks impure liquids; what 
is the reason the Sages decreed impurity upon him? The Gemara 
answers: Because at times one drinks impure liquids, and takes 
teruma foods, and casts them in his mouth, and disqualifies them. 
The Gemara asks: This decree is the same as that decree as they were 
issued for one reason. Why did the mishna list them separately and 
consider them two different decrees? The Gemara answers: Lest 
you say that this, people who eat impure food, is common; as it is 
common for one eating to drink. Consequently, one who eats im- 
pure food is likely to drink teruma liquid. And, however, that, one 
drinking impure liquids who would put food in his mouth while 
drinking is uncommon. As a result, it is conceivable to say that the 
Sages did not issue a decree in an uncommon case. Therefore, the 
mishna teaches us that even in that instance the Sages decreed 
impurity. 


Among the eighteen decrees that the Sages issued on that day, we 
also learned: And one whose head and most of his body come into 
drawn water" is impure by rabbinic decree. The Gemara asks: What 
is the reason the Sages decreed impurity upon him? Rav Beivai 
said that Rav Asi said: The reason for this is that originally they 
would immerse to become purified in cave water that was col- 
lected, still, and foul. Although this water purified them, due to its 
stench, the people immersing themselves would pour on them- 
selves drawn water in order to clean themselves. Once they began 
this custom and transformed it into an established part of the 
ritual, the Sages issued a decree on the drawn water, rendering it 
impure, to prevent them from washing with it after immersion. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of this, that they transformed it 
into an established part of the ritual? Abaye said that they would say: 
The cave water is not what purifies; rather this, the cave water, and that, 
the drawn water, together purify. Rava said to him: What difference 
does it make if they say that? Ultimately, aren’t they immersing in the 
cave water? As long as they immersed themselves properly, it matters 
not if they misunderstand the reason. Rather, Rava said: The problem 
is that eventually they would say: This, the cave water, is not what 
purifies; rather, that, the drawn water, purifies. Therefore, the Sages 
issued a decree prohibiting the use of drawn water after purification. 


And the Sages decreed impurity upon a ritually pure person that three 

log of drawn water fell on his head and most of his body." The Ge- 
mara explains: What is the reason that the Sages decreed impurity 
upon him? The reason for the decree is that if it were not for this decree 
that a ritually pure person, who does not require immersion, becomes 
impure when drawn water falls on him, then that, the first decree, would 
not stand. People would not distinguish between a person who was 
pure from the start and one who was just purified upon emerging from 
immersion. 


The Gemara explains the next case in the mishna: And a Torah scroll;" 
what is the reason the Sages decreed impurity upon it? Rav Me- 
sharshiya said: Since at first, ignorant priests would conceal teruma 
foods alongside the Torah scroll, and they said in explaining that 
method of storage: This is sacred and that is sacred, and it is appropri- 
ate that they be stored together. Since the Sages saw that they were 
coming to ruin, as the mice who were attracted to the teruma foods 
would also gnaw at the Torah scrolls, the Sages decreed impurity upon 
it. Once they issued the decree of impurity on the Torah scroll, the 
priests no longer placed teruma near it. 


The Gemara explains the next case in the mishna: And the hands;" the 
reason that the Sages decreed impurity upon them is because hands 
are busy. A person’s hands tend to touch dirty or impure objects. Since 
one does not always pay attention to what his hands touch, and it is 
inappropriate for holy food to be touched by dirty hands, the Sages 
decreed impurity. It was taught in a baraita: Even hands that come to 
be impure due to contact with a Torah scroll disqualify the teruma. 
The reason for this decree is because of the statement of Rabbi Parnakh, 
as Rabbi Parnakh said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One who holds a 
Torah scroll in a manner that the scroll is exposed" without a covering; 
his punishment is that he is buried naked. The Gemara wonders: Does 
it enter your mind to say that he will actually be buried naked? Why 
should he suffer such ignominy for this sin? Rather, Rabbi Zeira said: 
He is buried naked, i.e., without mitzvot. And the Gemara wonders 
further: Does it enter your mind to say that he should be buried naked 
in the sense of without mitzvot? Will he be stripped of all his merit due 
to that sin? Rather, say he is buried naked, i.e., without that mitzva. If 
he touches an uncovered Torah scroll, even for the purpose of perform- 
ing a mitzva, he is not credited with that mitzva because he performed 
it inappropriately. 


The Gemara asks: Which of these decrees did the Sages issue first? If 
you say that they issued this decree, impurity of hands in general, first, 


once they decreed that first, why do I need that decree of impurity 
on hands that touch a sacred scroll as well? Once the Sages decreed 
impurity on hands in general, there is no longer a necessity to decree 
impurity on hands that touched a Torah scroll, as hands are impure in 
any case. Rather, certainly the Sages decreed impurity on this, hands 
that touched a Torah scroll, first. And then they decreed impurity on 
all hands. 


NOTES 


And a ritually pure person that three /og of drawn 
water fell on his head and most of his body - 7170 
parce o pab mwhw tar tr by bow: The Gemara 
distinguishes between one who immersed himself dur- 
ing the day [tevul yom] and then proceeded to bathe in 
drawn water, who is decreed impure, and a ritually pure 
person, who becomes impure only when drawn water 
falls on him. The reason for this distinction is that, fun- 
damentally, the decree was initially issued with regard 
to one who immersed himself during the day, due to 
the concern that he would view pouring drawn water 
upon himself for cleanliness as the primary element in 
the purification process. Since the primary concern was 
with regard to poured water, the Sages were stringent 
in every case, including a full-fledged ritually pure per- 
son. However, the Sages did not issue a decree with 
regard to a ritually pure person bathing in drawn water 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 


And a scroll — 190%: A Torah scroll has second degree 
ritual impurity status by rabbinic decree. Therefore, 
teruma that comes into contact with it assumes third 
degree ritual impurity status (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTuma 9:5). 


And the hands — om: Since it is not usually clear 
whether or not hands are ritually pure, they are ac- 
corded second degree ritual impurity status. Therefore, 
it is necessary to ritually wash one's hands before eat- 
ing teruma. The Sages instituted an ordinance to wash 
one’s hands before eating non-sacred food as well. If 
one touched teruma without washing his hands, it is 
disqualified and burned (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTuma 8:8). 


One who holds a Torah scroll exposed - 399 mixy 
Diw min: In deference to the Torah scroll, it is pro- 
hibited to touch a scroll directly, in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Parnakh (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 10:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 147:1 and Yoreh De'a 282:4). 
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NOTES 

Shimon ben Shatah instituted a woman's mar- 
riage contract — mr) MND PN Now ja jyaw: 
Shimon ben Shatah was not the one who originally 
instituted the marriage contract. Rather, he insti- 
tuted important amendments to enhance its au- 
thority. Before his amendment, a certain amount 
of money was set aside for the marriage contract, 
which could easily be misplaced or appropriated 
by heirs. After the amendments of Shimon ben 
Shatah, all of the husband's assets were mort- 
gaged to pay the monetary obligations included 
in the marriage contract. 


BACKGROUND 
Glass vessels - mat 13: 


Ancient glass vessels 
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Among the decrees listed in the mishna, there is the decree that contact with 

one who immersed himself during the day disqualifies teruma. The Ge- 
mara asks: One who immersed himself during the day transmits impu- 
rity by Torah law," as it is written: “One who touches it remains impure 
until evening. He should not eat of the consecrated items and he must wash 
his flesh with water. And the sun sets and it is purified. Afterward, he may 
eat from the teruma, for it is his bread” (Leviticus 22:6-7). Consequently, 
until sunset he is prohibited by Torah law from touching consecrated items, 
and the same is true for teruma. The Gemara answers: Delete from here, 
from the list of decrees in the mishna, one who immersed himself during 
the day. 


And among the decrees that were listed, there is also the decree concerning 
the impurity of the foods that became impure through contact with liq- 
uids. The Gemara asks: With liquids that became impure due to contact 
with what source of impurity? If you say that the mishna is referring to 
liquids that come to be impure due to contact with a creeping animal," 
they are impure by Torah law, as it is written with regard to the impurity 
of creeping animals: “And every liquid that is drunk in any vessel, will be 
impure” (Leviticus 11:34). Rather, the mishna is referring to liquids that 
come to be impure due to contact with impure hands." The Sages issued 
this decree due to liquids that come to be impure through contact witha 
creeping animal. 


And among the decrees that were listed, there is also the decree concerning 
the vessels that became impure through contact with liquids. The Ge- 
mara asks: Vessels that became impure due to contact with liquids that 
became impure due to contact with what source of impurity? If you say 
that they become impure due to contact with liquids secreted by a zav, e.g., 
spittle, urine, etc., they are impure by Torah law, as it is written: “And ifa 
zav spits on a pure person and he should wash his clothes and wash in 
water and he is impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:8). The Sages inter- 
preted homiletically: Whatever is in the hand of the pure person I made 
impure for you. Not only did the person who came into contact with the 
liquids of the zav become impure, but the objects in his hand did as well. 
Rather, here it is referring to liquids that come to be impure due to contact 
with a creeping animal, which by Torah law do not transmit impurity to 
vessels. And the Sages issued a decree with regard to those liquids due to 
their similarity to the liquids of a zav. 


Among the list of items in the mishna with regard to which the disciples of 
Shammai and Hillel instituted decrees, were the hands of any person who 
did not purify himself for the sake of purity of teruma. Ifhe came into con- 
tact with teruma, the Sages decreed it impure. The Gemara asks: And with 
regard to hands, was it the disciples of Shammai and Hillel who issued 
the decree ofimpurity? Shammai and Hillel themselves issued the decree. 
As it was taught in a baraita: Yosei ben Yo'ezer of Tzereida and Yosei ben 
Yohanan of Jerusalem decreed impurity on the land of the nations, that 
the land outside Eretz Yisrael transmits impurity; and they decreed impu- 
rity on glass vessels,’ even though glass is not listed in the Torah among 
the vessels that can become impure. Shimon ben Shatah instituted the 
formula of a woman’s marriage contract" and also decreed special impu- 
rity on metal vessels. Shammai and Hillel decreed impurity on the hands. 


One who immersed himself during the day transmits impurity 
by Torah law — N17 KON DY Tay: One who became impure 
through contact with one of the primary sources of ritual impurity, 
and then immersed himself to become ritually pure, remains impure 
by Torah law until the evening (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar 


Avot HaTuma 10:1). 


Liquids that come to be impure due to a creeping animal - ppwna 


HALAKHA 
YW namn pra: Liquids that became impure due to contact with 
a creeping animal render even vessels impure by rabbinic decree 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTuma 7:2). 


Liquids that come to be impure due to hands - pyan ppwna 
ap Mana: Liquids that became impure due to contact with hands 
assume first degree ritual impurity status, as per the decree of the 
Sages (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTuma 8:10). 
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And if you say that the baraita is referring to Shammai and his 
faction and Hillel and his faction, didn’t Rav Yehuda say that 
Shmuel said: With regard to eighteen matters they issued 
decrees that day, and with regard to those eighteen matters 
they disagreed prior to that? The eighteen disputes were only 
between the disciples of Shammai and Hillel, whereas Hillel 
and Shammai themselves argued only in three places. Clear- 
ly they were neither party to the disputes nor the decrees. As 
Rav Huna said: Shammai and Hillel disagreed in only three 
places and no more. And if you say that Hillel and Shammai 
came and decreed that teruma that came into contact with 
hands would be in abeyance," and their students came and 
decreed to burn teruma that came into contact with hands, 
then the following difficulty arises. Didn’t Ilfa,” one of the 
Sages, say: With regard to hands, from the beginning their 
decree was that teruma that comes into contact with them is 
to be burned?" According to Ilfa, there is no uncertainty. Teru- 
ma that came into contact with definite impurity is burned. 
Teruma that is in abeyance may not be destroyed. One must 
wait until it becomes definitely impure or decomposes on its 
own. Rather, the explanation is that they came and issued a 
decree and the people did not accept the decree from them," 
and their disciples came and issued a decree and they ac- 
cepted it from them. 


The Gemara asks further: Still, the matter is not clear, as the 
decree of hands was issued by King Solomon. As Rav Yehuda 
said that Shmuel said: At the time that Solomon instituted 
the ordinances of eiruv and of washing hands" to purify them 
from their impurity, a Divine Voice emerged and said in his 
praise: “My son, if your heart is wise my heart will be glad, 
even mine” (Proverbs 23:15), and so too: “My son, be wise and 
make my heart glad, that I may respond to those who taunt 
me” (Proverbs 27: 11). The Gemara responds: Came 


Solomon and decreed impurity on hands to prohibit contact 
with consecrated items, and Shammai, Hillel, and their dis- 
ciples came and decreed impurity on hands even to prohibit 
contact with teruma. 


As to the matter itself that was mentioned above in passing, 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to eighteen 
matters they issued decrees that day, and with regard to those 
eighteen matters they disagreed prior to that." The Gemara 
asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that they reached a consen- 
sus in their opinions with regard to the eighteen decrees? They 
answer: On that day they disagreed, and the following day, 
after the matter was decided in a vote, they reached a consen- 
sus in their opinions. 


NOTES 


And with regard to eighteen matters they disagreed 
prior to that - won wy myawI:. Many commentaries 
hold that the eighteen matters that they decreed and the 
eighteen matters that they disputed are not the same mat- 
ters. Rather, there were eighteen matters with regard to 
which they issued decrees, which the Gemara discusses 
here, and there were eighteen additional matters, which 


they disputed and about which they subsequently came 
to a consensus. Those are the halakhot encountered from 
the beginning of the tractate to this point (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna and others). Others add that 
the eighteen matters that they disputed are the disputes 
between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai enumerated later in 
this chapter (Ramban; Rashba). 


NOTES 
Would be in abeyance - nibh: Any items whose impurity is un- 
clear, especially items that may not be destroyed, i.e., teruma and 
consecrated items, are, on the one hand, not burned like items that 
are certainly impure; on the other hand, they may not be eaten. They 
are in abeyance. The implication is that they are impure, but no ac- 
tion is taken to destroy them. Once the uncertainty is resolved and a 
particular item is determined to be ritually impure, even by rabbinic 
decree, it is immediately burned. 


And the people did not accept from them — 1719372 bap shy: Since 
the Sages determined that a decree not accepted by most of the 
people is null and void, there were many instances where the decrees 
of earlier Sages were not accepted. Only many years later did other 
Sages issue the same decree or explicitly declare its nullification. 


At the time that Solomon instituted eiruv and washing hands — 
pp nya parvy ridbw pnw nywa: Some explained in the follow- 
ing manner why Solomon instituted these particular ordinances: 
Until his days, there were wars in Israel, and in times of war, even 
oday, soldiers are not vigilant with regard to eiruv and the ritual 
washing of hands. In Solomon's reign, when the Temple was built, 
he thought the time had come to be more vigilant in keeping the 
halakhot of ritual purity and impurity. In addition, due to the respite 
rom wars and the stability of life at home, he decided to discuss 
a fixed ordinance governing carrying in and out on Shabbat (Rav 
Hai Gaon). 


PERSONALITIES 


lifa - Kapy: In the Jerusalem Talmud, this amora appears as Hilfei. 
A first generation Eretz Yisrael amora, Ilfa was apparently one of 
the younger students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and studied with his 
prominent students as well. Years later, he became the good friend of 
Rabbi Yohanan, although Rabbi Yohanan was older. Still later, due to 
dire economic straits, he was forced to leave Eretz Yisrael and travel 
overseas on business. During his absence, Rabbi Yohanan was chosen 
to head the yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael. 

\lfa was famous for his sharp intelligence and the depth of his un- 
derstanding both in Mishna and in the various collections of baraitot 
attributed to the students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yohanan 
treated him with great respect and even cited Torah statements in 
his name. The Gemara also relates stories of his righteousness and 
great piety. 


HALAKHA 
Hands, from the beginning, their decree was to be burned - 01? 
mow wy nonn: In the original decree with regard to the impurity 
of hands, the Sages decreed that teruma or consecrated items that 
came into contact with one’s hands are burned immediately, like 
food that is definitely impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar 
Avot HaTuma 8:8). 
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HALAKHA 


The measure of dough that is obligated in halla - 
mbna ana apy sy: Dough made from five-quar- 
ters of a kav of flour, i.e., forty-three and one-fifth 
egg-bulks measured in their shells, is obligated in 
halla, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
as interpreted by Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 456:1 
and Yoreh De‘a 324:1). 


That three /og of drawn water disqualify the ritual 
bath - mpan ms »dpis paw on pah nwhww: 
Three log of drawn water that falls into a ritual bath 
that has less than forty sea disqualifies the ritual bath, 
as per the testimony of the weavers (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
201:15). 


When does a menstruating woman become 
impure - 772 ngawag: A woman who does 
not have a fixed period and saw a blood flow but did 
not feel it begin to flow is impure only twenty-four 
hours retroactively. If she examined herself within 
that period, she is retroactively impure from the time 
of that examination, as per the opinion of the Rab- 
bis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 3:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Measures - nima: A hin equals twelve log, which are 
three kav. Nine kav are thirty-six log. The measure of a 
complete ritual bath, which holds forty sea, is 960 log. 
The measure of a log in our days is 240-480 ml. 


Once the measures increased - niman epawn: 
Three systems of measures were mentioned by the 
Sages: The desert measures, mentioned in the Torah, 
were used by the children of Israel in the desert. Je- 
rusalem measures were employed in the days of the 
Second Temple, when the national center was in Je- 
rusalem. Tzippori measures were established after the 
destruction of the Second Temple, when the national 
center moved to the Galilean city of Tzippori. 

In all of these systems the names of the various 
measures were preserved, as were the ratios between 
them. However, from time to time, the size of the 
measures were increased by one-sixth. As a result, the 
measures written in the Torah are all desert measures, 
the ones in the early mishnayot are Jerusalem mea- 
sures, and those in the halakhot of the later tanna’iim 
and the amoraim are Tzippori measures. The desert 
measure was 0.833 of the Jerusalem measure and 
0.694 of the Tzippori measure. 


From the Dung Gate — 75Wx7 Ww: Some say that 
the Dung Gate, or, according to a variant reading 
based on the language in the Bible, Dungs Gate, was 
a place where they stored weapons, such as quivers 
of arrows, etc. From the language of the Tosefta it ap- 
pears that the Dung Gate was close to the city dump 
or, perhaps, it was the exit through which the city 
trash was removed. 
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As to the matter itself that was mentioned above in passing, Rav Huna said: 
Shammai and Hillel disagreed in three places. The Gemara cites the disputes. 
One, Shammai says: From a kav of dough, one is required to separate halla," 

the portion of the dough given to a priest. From any less than that measure 

there is no obligation to separate halla, as that is not the measure alluded to in 

the verse: “The first of your dough” (Numbers 15:20), written with regard to 

the mitzva of separating halla. And Hillel says: One must separate halla only 
from two kav. And the Rabbis say: The halakha is neither in accordance with 

the statement of this one, who is stringent, nor in accordance with the state- 
ment of that one, who is lenient. Rather, one and a half kav is the measure 

from which one is obligated to separate halla." Once the measures? increased’ 
and the Sages recalculated the volume of a kav to be greater, they said that 
based on the measure of the new kav, five quarters of a kav of flour is the 

measure from which one is obligated to separate halla. Rabbi Yosei says: Five 

quarters are exempt; only from dough the size of five quarters and a bit more 

is one obligated to separate halla. 


And another dispute between Hillel and Shammai is that Hillel says: A full 
hin, twelve log, of drawn water poured into a ritual bath in which there was not 
yet a full measure of forty se'a disqualifies the water of the ritual bath and ac- 
cords even the water that had been there previously the status of drawn water. 
Even if water fit for a ritual bath is subsequently added to complete the measure 
of forty sea, the ritual bath remains unfit for immersion. Hillel used the biblical 
measure, hin, because, when quoting one’s teacher, a person must speak em- 
ploying the language of his teacher.’ Shammai says: Nine kav of water is 

enough to disqualify the ritual bath. And the Rabbis say: The halakha is nei- 
ther in accordance with the statement of this one nor in accordance with 
the statement of that one." The Sages did not determine a measure for the 
water disqualifying a ritual bath until two weavers came from the Dung Gate’ 
in Jerusalem and testified in the name of Shemaya and Avtalyon that three 
log of drawn water disqualify the ritual bath," and the Rabbis upheld their 
statement against the opinions of the great Sages of Israel, Hillel and Shammai. 
The Gemara emphasized their occupation and the place that they lived to un- 
derscore that, despite the fact that their occupation was despised and their place 
was contemptible, there is no preferential treatment when it comes to Torah. 


And another dispute between Hillel and Shammai is that Shammai says: All 
women, their time is sufficient, i.e., a woman who notices that she saw blood 
of menstruation but did not feel the flow beforehand, need not worry that 
perhaps the flow of blood began before she saw it, and it is sufficient if she as- 
sumes ritual impurity status beginning at that moment. Hillel says: From 
examination to examination, i.e., a woman who saw blood, if she does not 
know when the menstrual flow began, she is considered impure retroactive to 
the last time she examined herself and found herself to be ritually pure, and 
even if the examination took place several days earlier. Anything that she 
touched in the interim becomes ritually impure. And the Rabbis say: The 
halakha is neither in accordance with the statement of this one nor in ac- 
cordance with the statement of that one; rather, the principle is: A full day, 
twenty-four hours, reduces the time from examination to examination, i.e., 
if her final self-examination took place a long time before, she need only con- 
cern herself with ritual impurity for the twenty-four hour period prior to notic- 
ing the blood. And from examination to examination reduces the time from 
a full day, i.e., if she examined herself in the course of the previous day and 
discovered no blood, she was certainly ritually pure prior to the examination." 


One anda half kav is obligated in halla - mbna ayn ayn ap: 
The law of halla is explained in the Torah (Numbers 15:17-21). 
One is required to separate a small part of the dough as a gift 
for the priest. However, the Torah neither specified the measure 
of the dough from which a gift must be separated nor the size 
of that gift. As a rule, the measure of dough from which halla 


must be separated is dependent on the measure of the omer, 


the daily ration of the manna in the desert, which is a tenth of 
an eipha. However, there is a dispute with regard to determining 
that measure (Josafot). Some explain that the dispute between 
Shammai and Hillel stems from reliance on the determination 
that there is no gift smaller than an egg-bulk. They disagreed 
whether the gift is one twenty-fourth of the dough, in which 
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case the dough must be at least a kav, which is equal to twenty- 
four egg-bulks, or one forty-eighth of the dough, in which case 
the dough must be at least two kav (Rashba in the name of 
Rabbeinu Tam). 


A person must speak employing the language of his teacher — 
in jiwha anid DI IW: It was necessary to explain why Hillel 
used the measure of a hin, which was not used by the Sages, 
instead of a log or a kav, which were the standard measures of 
the Sages. Therefore, the Gemara explained that he employed 
the language of his teacher. Others explain the expression em- 
ploying the language of his teacher as referring to the teacher 
of Israel, Moses our teacher. Hillel said: Since the measure of hin 
is the largest liquid measure in the Torah, there is room to be 


lenient and not invalidate a ritual bath if less than that measure 
of drawn water was poured into it, as the disqualification of a 
ritual bath due to drawn water is by rabbinic law (Ra’avad). Ac- 
cording to an ancient tradition, Hillel was careful to pronounce 
the word in instead of hin. That was the way he heard it from 
his teacher, who was unable to pronounce the guttural letters 
properly (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


Neither in accordance with the statement of this one nor 
in accordance with the statement of that one - m1373 x 
mya xd: Apparently, the Sages recalled that Shemaya and 
Avtalyon, the teachers of Hillel and Shammai, agreed on one 
measure. They forgot what that measure was until the weavers 
came and reminded them (see Ra’avad). 
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The Gemara asks: And are there no more disputes between them? Isn’t 
there what we learned that Hillel says that it is permitted to lay hands on 
the heads of offerings sacrificed on a Festival, and one performs no pro- 
hibited labor and does not desecrate the Festival by doing so; and Sham- 
mai says not to lay hands? The Gemara answers: When Rav Huna said 
his statement, he was referring to disputes where there is no dispute 
between the great Sages who predated them concomitant with theirs. 
The dispute with regard to laying hands on the Festival is ancient, and 
their predecessors, Sages dating back to the beginning of the era of the 
pairs, already disputed it. 


The Gemara asks further: Isn’t there also the dispute with regard to one 
who harvests grapes in order to take them to the press and stomp them 
as to whether or not the liquid that seeps out of the grapes is considered 
as having seeped out willfully and renders the grapes susceptible to im- 
purity? Shammai says: It has become susceptible, and Hillel says: It 
has not become susceptible. The Gemara rejects this: Except for that 
one, as there, although they originally disagreed, ultimately Hillel was 
silent and did not respond to Shammai and ultimately accepted his 
opinion. 


Earlier it was mentioned that Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida and Yosei 
ben Yohanan of Jerusalem decreed impurity upon the land of the na- 
tions and upon glass vessels. The Gemara asks: Was it these two Sages, 
who were among the first Sages in the era of the pairs, who issued these 
decrees? Wasn't it the Sages who lived in the final eighty years of the 
Second Temple period who issued these decrees? As Rav Kahana said: 
When Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, fell ill, the Sages sent to him: 
Rabbi, tell us two or three statements that you once told us in the name 
of your father. 


He sent to them: This is what my father said: One hundred and eighty 
years before the Temple was destroyed, the evil kingdom of Rome 

invaded Israel. Eighty years before the Temple was destroyed, they 
decreed impurity on the land of the nations and on glass vessels. For- 
ty years before the Temple was destroyed, the Sanhedrin was exiled’ 
from the Chamber of Hewn Stones and sat in the stores" on the Temple 

Mount. With regard to the last statement, the Gemara asks: What are the 

halakhic ramifications of this statement? Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi said: 
To say that they no longer judged cases of fines. The Gemara wonders: 
Does it enter your mind that they no longer judged cases of fines? Even 

several generations after the Temple was destroyed they continued to 

judge cases of fines in Eretz Yisrael. Rather, emend and say: That they 
no longer judged capital cases. The authority to impose the death pen- 
alty was stripped from the Sanhedrin, and therefore they willingly left the 

Chamber of Hewn Stone. Since the Sanhedrin no longer convenes in its 

designated place, the halakha is that it no longer has the authority to judge 

capital cases (Tosafot).° 


BACKGROUND 
The order of the generations — nini 17D: The conclusion of that statement of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, about the order o 
he generations and events in the days before the destruction of the Second Temple is the following: 
Sages Events Years prior to destruction of the Temple 
Yosei ben Yoezer 
Yosei ben Yohanan 
Yehoshua peniFerahya The Evil Kingdom conquered Eretz Yisrael 180 
itai of Arbel 
Shemaya 
100 
Avtalyon 
Hillel i 
n The decree on glass vessels was issued 80 
Shammai 
Shimon 
Rabban Gamliel the Elder Sanhedrin went into exile 40 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel Tenens dedd 
(who was killed) p y 


NOTES 


And sat in the stores - niana ay maw: There 
was an area on the Temple Mount called the stores. 
This is where the members of Sanhedrin convened 
after they left the Chamber of Hewn Stone (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Capital cases — miwa 7: These are cases poten- 
ially involving capital punishment, which were 
adjudicated by a court of twenty-three judges and 
involved extensive and detailed interrogation of 
he witnesses. The court had to consist of ordained 
judges. Capital cases could only be tried during the 
period in which the Great Sanhedrin convened in 
he Chamber of Hewn Stone in the Temple court- 
yard. Capital cases ceased to be tried even before 
he end of the Second Temple period, except in 
certain instances where the good of the entire 
people was involved, e.g., the case of an informer 
o the non-Jewish authorities. 
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NOTES 


The impurity of the land of the nations - 
Daya YX naw: The impurity of the land of 
the nations was already alluded to in the Proph- 
ets: “On impure land you will die” (Amos 7:17). 
However, in the mishna, this impurity is listed 
as one of the cases of uncertain impurity based 
on the assumption that a dead person may 
be buried there. Since graves were not always 
marked and since cemeteries for burial were not 
set aside everywhere, there is concern that any 
clod of dirt could be from a decaying corpse 
or could have come in contact with the flesh 
of a corpse. 


HALAKHA 


The impurity of the land of the nations - 
Dray YIN Mew: Their first decree was with 
regard to the soil of the land of the nations. The 
Sages decreed that anything, person or vessel, 
that comes in contact with or carries that soil 
becomes impure for seven days, like the impuri- 
ty of one who comes into contact with a corpse. 
Water of a purification offering must be sprin- 
kled on him on the third and seventh days of his 
impurity, and teruma that he touches is burned. 
Afterward, the Sages issued an additional de- 
cree that one who enters the airspace of the 
land of the nations is impure and is required to 
wait until sunset to purify himself. Teruma that 
entered this airspace is in abeyance, i.e., neither 
eaten nor burned (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 11:1-2). 


For six cases of uncertain impurity one burns 
the teruma- MANET nx por nipap new by: 

The six cases are: (1) Beit haperas; (2) he earth of 
the land of the nations; (3) the clothes of an am 
ha‘aretz; (4) vessels that were found; (5) saliva 

that was found; and (6) urine, even if it is mixed 

with animal urine. Although in all cases the im- 
purity transmitted is based on uncertainty, if 
teruma came into contact with the above items, 
it is burned. When there is uncertainty whether 
or not it came into contact with one of these 
items, it remains in abeyance and is not burned 

(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot Ha- 
Tuma 13:13). 
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In any case, we learned that the Sages of the last eighty years before the destruc- 
tion are the ones who decreed impurity on the land of the nations. And if you 
say that Yosei ben Yo’ezer and Yosei ben Yohanan were also there during those 
eighty years, wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Hillel, and his son Shimon, and his 
grandson Gamliel, and his great-grandson Shimon filled their position of Nasi 
before the House, while the Temple was standing, for a hundred years, while 
Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida and Yosei ben Yohanan were much earlier than 
Hillel? 


Rather, this decree was issued in stages. First, Yosei ben Yo'ezer and Yosei ben 
Yohanan came and issued a decree that teruma that comes into contact with a 
clump of earth of the land of the nations is to be burned, and they decreed 
nothing with regard to teruma that enters into the air space of the land of the 
nations. The Sages of the final eighty years prior to the destruction of the Tem- 
ple came and issued a decree with regard to teruma that enters into the air space 
of the land of the nations that its legal status is in abeyance, and it is not burned. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that there was one decree issued immediately 
to subject teruma to burning? Didn’t Ilfa say: With regard to hands, from the 
beginning their decree was that teruma that comes into contact with them is to 
be burned? The Gemara infers from this that, with regard to hands alone, the 
beginning of their decree was to render teruma that came into contact with them 
impure to the point of burning; however, with regard to other matters, they did 
not immediately issue so severe a decree. 


Rather, the stages of the decree were as follows: Yosei ben Yo’ezer and Yosei ben 
Yohanan came and decreed that any item that came into contact with a clump 
of earth is to be in abeyance, and they decreed nothing with regard to teruma 
that enters into the air space of the land of the nations. The Sages of the last 
eighty years came and were stringent by one more level; they decreed that 
teruma that came into contact with a clump of earth of the land of the nations is 
to be burned, and, with regard to teruma that enters into the air space of the land 
of the nations, its legal status is in abeyance. 


The Gemara asked further: And still is the matter clear? Didn't the Sages issue 
this decree in Usha, many years after the destruction of the Temple? As we 
learned in a mishna: For six cases of uncertain impurity one burns the 
teruma" which came into contact with them: 

For the uncertain case of beit haperas, meaning teruma that entered a field where 
a grave was plowed and the location of the bones of the corpse is unknown, 
and it is uncertain whether or not the teruma became impure; 

And for the uncertain case of earth that comes from the land of the nations, 
whose impurity itself has the status of uncertain impurity. Therefore, teruma 
that came into contact with it also has the status of uncertain impurity; 

And for the uncertain case of the clothes of an am ha'aretz. Since an am haaretz 
is not careful with regard to purity, we are concerned lest a menstruating 
woman touch his clothes. Due to that uncertainty, his clothes are considered 
impure with a severe degree of impurity. If teruma came into contact with 
them there is uncertainty with regard to whether or not they became impure; 

And for the uncertain case of vessels that are not his that are found. Since he 
does not know whether or not those vessels are impure, if teruma came into 
contact with them, there is uncertainty whether or not they are impure; 

And for the uncertain case of spittle, as perhaps it is the spittle of a zav and 
transmits impurity by Torah law. If teruma came into contact with it there is 
uncertainty whether or not it is impure; 

And for the uncertain case of a person’s urine, even though it was adjacent to 
the urine of an animal, there is room for concern that perhaps it is the urine 
of a zav, and impure by Torah law. If teruma came into contact with it, there is 
uncertainty whether or not it is impure. 

In all of these cases, the Sages established that for their definite contact, when 
it is clear that these came into contact with teruma, and although there is un- 
certainty with regard to their essential impurity, i.e. it is uncertain whether 
or not these items are impure, one burns the teruma that came into contact 
with them. 
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Rabbi Yosei says: Even in a case of uncertain contact; if it 
was in the private domain one burns teruma that came into 
contact with it, as with regard to impurity by Torah law an 
uncertainty that developed in a private domain is also ruled 
impure. According to Rabbi Yosei, these decrees, even though 
they are fundamentally cases of uncertainty, are sufficiently 
stringent that the Sages applied Torah law to them. And the 
Rabbis say: Since these cases are only impure by rabbinic 
decree, in a case of uncertain contact in the private domain, 
one does not burn the teruma but rather places it in abeyance. 
While in the public domain, they are ritually pure. 


And Ulla said with regard to these six uncertain cases: In 
Usha’ they instituted how one must act in terms of practical 
halakha. If so, a clump of earth from the land of the nations 
transmits impurity from the time of the Usha ordinances and 
not from eighty years prior to the destruction of the Temple. 
Rather, Yosei ben Yo'ezer and Yosei ben Yohanan came and 
decreed that if teruma came into contact with a clump of earth 
from the land of the nations, its legal status is in abeyance and 
one does not burn it, and upon teruma that entered the air 
space of the land of the nations they decreed nothing. And 
the Sages of the last eighty years of the Temple came along 
and issued a decree upon this, earth, and upon that, air, that 
in both cases the teruma is in abeyance. And the Sages of the 
city of Usha came along and decreed that teruma that came 
into contact with a clump of earth from the land of the nations 
is burned. And teruma that entered the air space of the land 
of the nations, as it stood, it continues to stand in abeyance. 
They did not impose any greater stringency in this matter. 


One of the matters mentioned above was the decree of impu- 
rity on glass vessels. With regard to glass vessels," what is 
the reason that the Sages decreed impurity upon them? 
Rabbi Yohanan said that Reish Lakish said: Since the begin- 
ning of the manufacture of glass vessels is from sand, the 
Sages equated them to earthenware vessels. The Gemara 
asks: But if what you say is so, if the Sages truly equated the 
impurity of glass vessels to the impurity of earthenware vessels, 
there should not be purification in the ritual bath for glass 
vessels, just as there is no purification for earthenware vessels. 
Why, then, did we learn in a mishna with regard to the hala- 
khot of immersing vessels: And these materials interpose in 
vessels, i.e., if they were stuck to the vessel when it was im- 
mersed the vessel is not purified: The pitch and the myrrh 
that were stuck on glass vessels obstruct their immersion. 
Apparently, glass vessels are purified in a ritual bath. 


The Gemara answers that glass cannot usually be purified in a 
ritual bath. However, with what are we dealing here? With a 
special case where the glass vessels were perforated and he 
dripped molten lead into them to seal the hole. This halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said: 
Everything follows the nature of the facilitator, i.e., if an 
object that is not fit for use on its own is reinforced with a 
different material that facilitates its use, the entire object as- 
sumes the legal status of the that material. Therefore, since the 
substance that sealed the holes in these glass vessels is lead, 
which can be purified through immersion like other metals, 
these glass vessels can also be purified in a ritual bath. As it 
was taught in a baraita: Glass vessels that were perforated 
and one dripped lead into them; Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel said that Rabbi Meir deems them ritually impure and 
the Rabbis deem them ritually pure. 


The Gemara asks further: But if that is so, and glass vessels are 
equated with earthenware vessels, 


BACKGROUND 


The ordinances of Usha — xwx nispa: The town of Usha in the 
Galilee was, for a time, the seat of the Sanhedrin. Many ordinances 
were instituted there relating to various areas of halakha, including 
halakhot of ritual purity and impurity and monetary laws. The Sages 
disagreed with regard to the exact date of the Usha regulations, 
since the Sanhedrin’s stay there was interrupted. Nevertheless, ap- 
parently these ordinances were instituted after the failure of the bar 
Kokheva rebellion, approximately seventy years after the destruc- 
tion of the Temple. 

According to Rosh HaShana (31a), during the period of the de- 
struction of the second Temple God began to withdraw His Divine 
Presence from the Temple. In parallel, the Sanhedrin removed it- 
self as well, first within the city of Jerusalem, and ultimately to 
the Galilee. It was first transplanted to Yavne, from there to Usha, 
Shefaram, Beit She’arim, Tzippori, and Tiberias. 


Exile of the Sanhedrin 


NOTES 


Glass vessels — m33} bp: Various types of vessels are listed in 
the Torah along with the methods by which they become impure 
and pure. These include metal vessels, earthenware vessels, leather 
vessels, and even woven items and strings. However, among those 
items not listed are those that are completely ritually pure even by 
rabbinic law and those that the Sages deemed impure due to their 
similarity to vessels impure by Torah law. 


HALAKHA 


Glass vessels — m31 13: Although glass vessels do not become 
impure by Torah law, the Sages decreed that they become impure. 
The rationale for the decree is as follows: Since glass is produced 
from sand, like earthenware vessels, the Sages decreed that it should 
become impure like them. However, unlike earthenware vessels, 
glass vessels become impure from both their airspace and their 
outer side. Although the Sages decreed ritual impurity on glass 
vessels, it was not to the extent that teruma and consecrated items 
that came into contact with them are burned; rather, they are placed 
in abeyance (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:5). 
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BACKGROUND 

Vessels made from natron - 112 13: The natron men- 
tioned here, which is apparently bisodium carbonate, is 
also found in crystal form. When mixed with mortar, ves- 
sels were formed from these crystals. These vessels could 
not be used to hold liquids; however, in a dry climate, it 
is conceivable that they could do so for a limited period 
of time. 


The back of the vessels and their outer side — od a3 
DINK: 


Outer side 


Illustration based on a vessel found at Megiddo. The hollow under the base 
is referred to as the outer side. 


HALAKHA 


Previous impurity in glass vessels — oa mw TNW 
m3: Although the Sages decreed impurity on glass 
vessels and they have status equal to that of metal ves- 
sels, the decree of previous impurity does not apply to 
them. Consequently, if they became impure and were 
later liquefied and recast into new vessels, they do not 
reassume their previous impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 12:10). 
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they should not become impure from their outer side. Why, then, 
did we learn this in a mishna? With regard to earthenware vessels 

and vessels made from natron [neter ],? the halakhot of their impu- 
rity are equal in that they become impure if a primary source of 
impurity enters their airspace, and, once impure, they render food 

that enters their airspace impure from their air space. And they be- 
come impure from behind, i.e., ifa primary source of impurity enters 

into the bottom of the vessel, where there is an empty space and a 

receptacle, the vessel becomes impure. However, earthenware vessels 

do not become impure from their outer side,” i.e., if a primary 
source of impurity came into contact with the outer side of the vessel, 
the inside of the vessel does not become impure. And the breaking 

of earthenware vessels renders them pure. By inference, specifically 
natron vessels and earthenware vessels are those whose halakhot 

of impurity are equal, as is their status. However, with regard to 

other matters that is not the case. Why, then, were glass vessels not 

listed together with those vessels? The Gemara answers: Since if the 

glass vessels broke they have the capacity to be repaired, as the glass 

can be liquefied and recast into a new vessel, the Sages equated them 

to metal vessels that can also be liquefied and recast. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, if glass vessels were truly equated with 
metal vessels, then broken glass vessels that were liquefied and recast 
should reassume their previous impurity," like metal vessels. As 
we learned in a mishna: Metal vessels, both their flat vessels," which 
have no airspace, and their receptacles, which have airspace, are all 
impure if they came into contact with a primary source of ritual im- 
purity. Ifthey broke, they thereby became purified. However, ifone 
remade the broken vessels into new vessels, they reassume their 
previous impurity. While, with regard to glass vessels, we learned 
in a mishna: Wooden vessels and leather vessels and bone vessels 
and glass vessels, their flat vessels are pure when they come into 
contact with impurity, and only their receptacles are impure. If they 
broke, they thereby became purified. However, if he remade the 
broken vessels into new vessels, they can become impure from that 
point, when they were recast, forward. By inference: From that point 
forward, yes, they become impure; retroactively, no, they do not 
reassume their previous impurity. Apparently, there is no halakha of 
previous impurity as far as glass vessels are concerned. 


The Gemara answers: The entire impurity of glass vessels is by rab- 
binic decree, and previous impurity, which takes effect on recast 
metal vessels, is by rabbinic decree. With regard to impurity by 
Torah law, the Sages imposed a decree of previous impurity. With 
regard to impurity by rabbinic law, the Sages did not impose a de- 
cree of previous impurity. The Sages did not impose the decree of 
previous impurity, which is by rabbinic decree, on glass vessels whose 
fundamental impurity is itself only by rabbinic decree. 


NOTES 


They become impure, and they render food impure from their 
airspace, and they become impure from behind; however, 
they do not become impure from their outer side — pawn 
[PBA PRADA Pr FPN paw [AND pvr: There is 
a variant reading: They become impure and make foods impure 
from their airspace, and they make others impure from behind. 
According to this version and this explanation, the term from 
behind means from their outer side (Ramban). 


However, with regard to other matters that is not the case - 
xb KYN vpn bay: By means of a precise reading of the mishna, 
it is also possible to explain that glass vessels do not become 
impure from their airspace. That ruling is in fact the halakha. In 
that case, there is another distinction between glass vessels and 


earthenware vessels. However, the Gemara did not seek to detail 
all the differences. It sufficed with showing this difference, both 
in terms of impurity from their outer side and in terms of impurity 
from behind (Iziyyun LeNefesh Hayya). 


Metal vessels, both their flat vessels, etc. — puwa niama op 
"131: Some explain that the impurity of flat metal vessels is de- 
rived from the language of the verse: “Anything that comes in 
the fire” (Numbers 31:23), with no distinction between vessels 
(Rambam). Others explain that the principle that only a recep- 
tacle can become ritually impure is derived from the juxtaposi- 
tion of wood and leather to a sack, which is a receptacle. With 
regard to metal vessels, there is no such juxtaposition (Rabbeinu 
Shimshon; Rosh). 
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The Gemara asks further: Their flat vessels should in any case 

become impure." Since the impurity of flat metal vessels is by 
Torah law, isn’t it appropriate, therefore, to decree this impurity 
on flat glass vessels by rabbinic decree? The Gemara answers: 
The Sages made a distinction with regard to glass vessels," in 

order to prevent burning teruma and consecrated items for 
coming into contact with them. Through this distinction be- 
tween glass vessels and metal vessels, everyone will understand 

that the impurity of glass vessels is not by Torah law. They will 
not come to burn feruma and consecrated items that came into 

contact with impure glass vessels; rather, their legal status will 
remain in abeyance. 


Rav Ashi said: There was never a need to equate glass vessels 
and metal vessels. Actually, glass vessels are likened to earth- 
enware vessels in every sense. And that which was difficult for 
you, that if so, glass vessels, like other earthenware vessels, 
should not become impure from contact of their outer side 
with a source of ritual impurity; since in glass vessels its inner 
side looks like its outer side," the legal status of the outer side 
was equated with that of the inner side, as there is no visible 
separation between them. 


We learned that Shimon ben Shatah instituted the formula of 
the marriage contract for a woman and decreed impurity 
upon metal vessels. The Gemara asks: Aren't metal vessels 

impure by Torah law, as it is written: “But the gold, and silver, 
and the bronze, and the iron, and the tin, and the lead. Anything 
that came in fire, make it pass through fire and it will be pure, 
but with the water of sprinkling it will be purified and anything 

that did not come in fire make it pass through water” (Numbers 

31:22-23 )? The Gemara answers: This ordinance of Shimon ben 

Shatah with regard to the impurity of metal vessels in general 

was only needed with regard to previous impurity reassumed 

by metal vessels after they are recast. As Rav Yehuda said that 
Rav said: There was an incident involving Shimon ben Shatah’s 

sister, Shel Tziyyon the queen,” who made a wedding feast for 
her son. All of her vessels became impure, and she broke 

them and gave them to the smith, and he welded the broken 
vessels together and made new vessels. And the Sages said: 
What she did was ineffective, as all the vessels will reassume 

their previous impurity. 


PERSONALITIES 
Queen Shlomtziyyon followed the Pharisees, and even dur- 


Shel Tziyyon the queen — naan yy Ow: She was a queen 
of the Hasmonean dynasty, the wife of King Alexander Yan- 
nai, and the sister of Shimon ben Shatah. Shel Tziyyon, or 
Shlomtziyyon, and in some sources Shalminon or Shlomit, 
was originally the wife of the Hasmonean king Aristobo- 
los. After his death, his brother Yannai performed an act of 
levirate marriage with her. Although the Hasmonean kings, 
and specifically Alexander Yannai, had Sadducee tendencies, 


ing her husband's reign she labored to achieve unity. After 
the death of Alexander Yannai, she continued to rule over 
Israel for nine years. Those years, in which she served as the 
political leader, and her brother Shimon ben Shatah guided 
daily life and religious life, were considered the happiest 
years for the people of Israel during the Second Temple 
period. 


HALAKHA 
Their flat vessels should in any case become impure — jb 
xo xma: Glass vessels become impure only when they are 
receptacles; flat glass objects do not become impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:5). 


NOTES 


The Sages made a distinction with regard to glass vessels — 
PBT 12911712 Tay: We find that these distinctions are especially 
common with regard to halakhot of ritual impurity. With regard to 
other decrees, the Sages strictly observed the principle: The Sages 
modeled their ordinances after comparable Torah laws. Here, 
because imposing stringencies with regard to glass vessels could 
create a situation where one might come to burn consecrated 
items, the obvious distinction was necessary. This is the rationale 
in other places where the Sages introduced distinctions as well. 


————————__ HALAKHA 

Since its inner side looks like its outer side - isin AX Doin 
i123: The decree of impurity on glass vessels is based on the 
manufacture of glass from sand, which led their legal status to 
be equated to that of earthenware vessels. Nevertheless, unlike 
earthenware vessels, they become impure from both inside and 
outside, like metal vessels (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:5). 
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BACKGROUND 


Water of a purification offering — nxwn 1: This is water 
mixed with the ashes of the Red Heifer, which was used to 
purify people and objects that had contracted ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse. Specifically, potable, running spring 
water was placed in a container, and a small amount of ashes 
from the Red Heifer was added. The resulting mixture, called 
water of a purification offering, or water of separation, was 
sprinkled on the people or objects to be purified. The process 
of mixing the ashes with water is called sanctification of the 
waters of a purification offering. This may be performed by 
anyone except a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor. Even 
though these waters purify those who are ritually impure, a 
ritually pure person who touches or carries them becomes 
ritually impure for one day. The ceremony of purification 
involves taking a bundle of three hyssop branches and using 
it to sprinkle the purification waters on the ritually impure 
person on the third and the seventh day after he became 
ritually impure. 
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With regard to the essence of the matter, the Gemara asks: What is 
the reason that they imposed a decree of previous impurity on 
metal vessels? The Gemara answers: Due to a fence constructed to 
maintain the integrity of the water of a purification offering,” the 
Sages touched upon it. In order to purify a vessel that came into 
contact with a corpse, one is required to have the water ofa purifica- 
tion offering sprinkled on the vessel on the third day and the seventh 
day after it became impure, as it is written: “He should be purified 
with it on the third day and on the seventh day he will become pure, 
and if he is not purified with it on the third day and on the seventh 
day he will not become pure” (Numbers 19:20). This involves a 
significant inconvenience. If people will prefer to break or damage 
impure metal vessels in order to purify them more easily, the use of 
water of a purification offering will become obsolete. As a result, the 
Sages decreed that metal vessels will remain impure until they un- 
dergo the purification process. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that they 
did not say the decree of previous impurity on metal vessels with 
regard to all forms of impurity; rather, they only said the decree 
with regard to the impurity caused by contact with a corpse, it 
works out well. In the case of impurity caused by contact with a 
corpse, the Sages issued this decree because its purification process 
is demanding. It requires immersion and sprinkling of the water of 
a purification offering on the third and the seventh days. However, 
with regard to other forms of impurity, whose purification is ac- 
complished by means of immersion alone, a person will not break 
a vessel in order to avoid immersion. Consequently, there is no need 
to institute a decree in those cases. 


However, according to the one who said that they said the decree 
of previous impurity in metal vessels with regard to all forms of 
impurity, which includes those forms of impurity that do not re- 
quire sprinkling of the water of a purification offering for their pu- 
rification, what is there to say as a rationale for the decree? Abaye 
said: Shimon ben Shatah instituted a decree due to the concern 
that perhaps he would not perforate that vessel with a hole large 
enough to render it ritually pure. To purify a vessel by breaking it, 
one must make a hole large enough to ensure that the vessel will no 
longer be able to hold the contents that it was designed to hold. 
Abaye explained that Shimon ben Shatah’s concern was that one 
who values the vessel will not break it sufficiently to render it ritu- 
ally pure. 


Rava said: It is a decree lest they say that immersion on the same 

day is sufficient" for this vessel to be purified. People will be un- 
aware of the manner in which the metal vessel became pure, and 

they will assume that its purity was achieved by means of immersion 

and not by means of breaking. That will lead them to the conclusion 

that any vessel becomes pure immediately upon immersion, and 

there is no need to wait for sunset, contrary to Torah law. Therefore, 
the Sages decreed that repaired vessels retain previous impurity. The 

Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the reasons 

of Abaye and Rava? The Gemara answers: The difference between 

them is found in a case where he broke the vessel completely. If 
there was concern that perhaps he will not perforate it sufficiently, 
there is no longer room for concern. However, if there was concern 

lest people say that immersion is effective on that day, there remains 

room for concern. 


Decree lest they say that immersion on the same day is 
sufficient — ao aby wav na aya max? Kaw mt: Any metal 
vessel that is impure, even if it was liquefied and recast, retains 
its previous impurity by rabbinic decree. The reason for this is as 


HALAKHA 


follows: If others see one using such a vessel on the same day that 
it became impure, they will conclude that immersion is effective 
immediately, even before sunset (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 12:2). 
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To this point, several, but not all, of the eighteen decrees were enumer- 
ated. The Gemara asks: And what is the other decree? The Gemara 
answers: As we learned in a mishna in tractate Mikvaot: One who 

places vessels under the drain pipe™ in order to collect rainwater, the 

water collected in the vessels is considered drawn water. This is true 

both in the case of large vessels which, due to their size, do not become 

impure, and in the case of small vessels. And even if they were stone 

vessels and earth vessels and dung vessels, made from dry cattle dung, 
which are not considered vessels in terms of ritual impurity and do not 
become impure at all, this ruling applies. The water in the vessels is 

considered drawn water in all respects. If it leaked from those vessels 

and flowed into a ritual bath that had not yet reached its full measure, 
forty sea, and filled it, the water invalidates the ritual bath. The Ge- 
mara adds that this halakha applies both in a case where one places the 

vessels beneath the drainpipe with premeditated intent to collect the 

water flowing through it as well as in a case where one forgets the ves- 
sels there and they are filled unintentionally; this is the statement of 
Beit Shammai. And Beit Hillel deem the ritual bath pure, i.e., fit to 

complete the full measure of the ritual bath, in a case where one forgets 

the vessels. Rabbi Meir said: They were counted in the attic of Hananya 
ben Hizkiya and Beit Shammai outnumbered Beit Hillel. And Rabbi 

Meir said that Beit Shammai agree with Beit Hillel that in a case where 

one forgets vessels in the courtyard and they fill with rainwater, the 

water is pure. Rabbi Yosei said: The dispute still remains in place, and 

Beit Shammai did not agree with Beit Hillel at all. 


Rav Mesharshiya said: The Sages of the school of Rav say: Everyone 

agrees that if he placed the vessels in the courtyard at the time of the 

massing of the clouds," a sign that it is about to rain, just before it began 

to rain, then the water in the vessels is impure, unfit, as he certainly 
intended that the water fill the vessels. If one placed the vessels at the 

time of the dispersal of the clouds," and then the clouds massed to- 
gether, and then rain fell and the vessels filled with the rainwater, every- 
one agrees that the water is pure. It is fit to fill the ritual bath to its ca- 
pacity because at the time that he placed the vessels under the drainpipe 

his intention was not that they fill with rainwater. They only disagreed 

in a case where he placed them at the time of the massing of the 

clouds, and the clouds dispersed, and rain did not fall then, and only 
later the clouds massed again, and rain fell and filled the vessels. In that 

case, this Sage, Beit Hillel, holds that because the clouds dispersed after 

he placed the vessels, his thought to fill the vessels with water was ne- 
gated. The vessels remained in the courtyard due to his forgetfulness, 
and when they filled afterward it was not his intention that they fill. And 

this Sage, Beit Shammai, holds that his thought was not negated, as 

his original intention was ultimately fulfilled despite the delay in its 

fulfillment. 


The Gemara wonders: Indeed, according to Rabbi Meir, another decree 

was added to the total. However, according to Rabbi Yosei, who said 

that in this case the dispute still remains in place, the tally of eighteen 

decrees is lacking. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The decree that the 

daughters of the Samaritans [kutim] are considered to already have 

the status of menstruating women from their cradle," their birth, they 
issued on that day. The halakha is that any female who sees blood of 
menstruation is impure, regardless of her age, even if she is a day old. 
The Samaritans did not accept that halakha. Consequently, it is possible 

that there were girls among them who saw blood of menstruation before 

their coming-of-age, and the Samaritans ignored their impurity. There- 
fore, due to this uncertainty, the Sages decreed impurity on all daughters 

of the Samaritans from birth. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the other decree? The Gemara answers 
that another decree is as we learned a halakhic tradition in a mishna 
that all movable objects with the width of an ox goad, a long stick for 
prodding and directing a plowing animal, transmit impurity. If one side 
of the object was over a corpse and the other side of the object was over 
vessels, the vessels become impure due to the impurity of a tent over a 
corpse. Rabbi Tarfon said: 


NOTES 


One who places vessels under the pipe, etc. — muyan 
ADLI NIN dp: Since the Sages prohibited adding 
drawn water to a ritual bath, and they set the measure 
of water that disqualifies the ritual bath at three /og, it 
was necessary to define what is considered a vessel 
as far as the halakhot of drawn water are concerned. 
Clearly, when one takes a bona fide receptacle filled 
with water and pours its contents into a ritual bath, 
the water has the legal status of drawn water and dis- 
qualifies the ritual bath. However, there is uncertainty 
in cases where the water spills from the vessel on its 
own, e.g., by overflowing, or if the vessel overturns. In 
addition, in order to determine that this water is indeed 
drawn water, the manner in which it was drawn into 
the vessel is significant. It is here that one’s intention 
or lack thereof to fill the vessels with water comes into 
play. In that sense, it is parallel, to a degree, to the ha- 
lakhot of water that renders produce susceptible to 
ritual impurity. 


The daughters of Samaritans [kutim] are considered 
to have the status of menstruating women from their 
cradle — jo wr nim wma Niza: Others explain that 
this decree was enacted not due to concern for actual 
impurity of a menstruating woman, which would affect 
daughters of the Samaritans in their infancy only in a 
rare situation. Rather, the Sages issued this decree only 
to separate the Jewish people from the Samaritans 
(Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 
One who places vessels under the pipe - op mat 
sivy nnn: If vessels of any kind are placed under a 
pipe draining rainwater, the water in the vessels is 
deemed drawn water and disqualified for use in a ritual 
bath (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:4). 


If he placed them at the time of the massing of the 
clouds — Day wp nywa OMaNwa: If one forgot ves- 
sels under the pipe when the clouds were massing, and, 
before they dispersed, rain fell and the vessels were 
filled, the water in them has the legal status of drawn 
water because the vessels were filled in accordance 
with his will. This ruling is according to the opinion 
of Beit Shammai, as that was the decree issued. It is 
also in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as 
the discussion in the Gemara apparently follows his 
approach (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 201:41). 


At the time of dispersal of the clouds - 115 nywa 
yay: If one forgot the vessels while the clouds were dis- 
persing, and then the clouds massed anew and rain fell 

and filled them, everyone agrees that the water does 

not have the status of drawn water, since they were not 
filled in accordance with his will. If one placed them at 
the time of the massing of clouds and then the clouds 

dispersed, massed again, rain fell, and the vessels were 

filled, the water is likewise not considered drawn water. 
Even in that case it is not considered that the vessels 

were filled in accordance with his will. According to this 

opinion, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not dispute 

this matter; rather, Rabbi Yosei said this opinion and the 

halakha is in accordance with his opinion (Rambam 

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:4; Kesef Mishne; Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh Dea 201:41). 
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NOTES 
| will bury my sons — %33 n% napX: Some explain that it was so 
clear to Rabbi Tarfon that the halakha was wrong that he swore 
on the life of his children (see Tosafot; Rav Tzvi Hirsch Hayyot). 


The tent of the dead - nan bat: The laws of the impurity im- 
parted by a corpse, including the laws of a tent covering a corpse, 
are cited in great detail in tractate Ohalot. The essential halakhot 
of the tent over a corpse are detailed in the Torah (Numbers 19). 
The Sages derived that the place in which a corpse is located 
becomes completely impure and renders everything in that place 
impure. The Torah refers to a complete tent in which the corpse 
is located. However, the Sages concluded that even the smallest 
area that can be deemed a tent, an object with the width of a cubic 
handbreadth, also falls under the same rubric of law: The covering 
itself and what is under it become impure with impurity imparted 
by the corpse. The decree with regard to the ox goad was issued 
to expand this halakha somewhat, so that in certain cases even 
a covering less than a handbreadth wide has the legal status of 
a tent and renders an object impure. Some commentaries said 
that this decree was not originally based on the halakhot of a tent 
over a corpse but was issued for a different reason. Only later was 
it associated with the halakhot of tents (Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 
Farmer and his ox goad — iy 32X: 


Farmer uses his ox goad as he walks with his cattle 


HALAKHA 


And his ox goad was on his shoulder, and it covered, etc. - 
^D boxy jpn by iy TY: The Sages decreed that one carrying a 
round pole, one end of which is over a corpse, becomes impure 
with impurity like that caused by a tent over a corpse. This ap- 
plies only if the pole’s circumference is a handbreadth, as per the 
opinion of Rabbi Yannai. However, it only transmits impurity to 
another person or vessel beneath it if its width is a handbreadth, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 12:5). 


One who harvests grapes to take them to the press — mb qian: 
If one gathers grapes in order to squeeze the liquid out of them 

in a wine press and juice seeps out of them, the juice renders the 

grapes susceptible to ritual impurity. The reason for the stringency 
is that people squeeze these grapes for various needs and have 

an interest that the emerging liquids will not spill. Since he wants 

these liquids, they render the grapes susceptible to impurity (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 11:1). 
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I will bury my sons" if this is not a truncated halakha, i.e., that 
the one who heard it, heard a halakhic ruling concerning a dif- 
ferent situation and erred. He thought this halakha was estab- 
lished with regard to the following: Movable objects with the 
thickness of an ox goad transmit impurity to another vessel when 
the movable object is over both the source of impurity and the 
vessel at the same time. However, the original halakha is as fol- 
lows: If the farmer was passing and his ox goad® was on his 
shoulder and one side of the ox goad covered" the grave, the 
Sages deemed the ox goad itself impure due to the impurity of 
vessels that cover a corpse." Any object located over a grave 
becomes impure. However, just because the ox goad itself became 
impure, this does not necessarily mean that it transmits impurity 
to other objects. 


Rabbi Akiva said: I will correct and explain the halakha so that 

the statements of the Sages will be upheld as they were origi- 
nally said, and this halakha will be explained as follows: All mov- 
able objects transmit impurity to the person carrying them if 
the objects are at least as thick as an ox goad. As will be explained 

below, there is room to decree that a round object with the cir- 
cumference of an ox goad should have the legal status of a tent 
over a corpse. Something that serves as a covering over a corpse 

not only becomes impure itself, but also transmits impurity, as it 
is written: “Anything that is in the tent will become impure for 
seven days” (Numbers 19:14). Therefore, even the person carry- 
ing the ox goad becomes impure due to the ox goad. And, how- 
ever, movable objects that covered the corpse bring impurity 
upon themselves by means of this makeshift tent at any size, and 

there is no minimum measure. And, however, those objects that 
cover the corpse do not transmit impurity to other people who 

are not carrying them. And the same is true with regard to vessels, 
unless the width of these vessels is at least one handbreadth. 


And Rabbi Yannai said: And the ox goad that they mentioned 

is specifically one in which its width is not a handbreadth and, 
however, its circumference is a handbreadth, and they, the 

Sages, issued a decree on its circumference due to its width. If 
its width was a handbreadth it would transmit impurity as a tent 

by Torah law. Therefore, they issued a rabbinic decree with regard 

to an object whose circumference is a handbreadth. This is an- 
other of the eighteen decrees. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Tarfon, who said: I 
will bury my son if this is not a truncated halakha, the tally of 
the decrees is lacking, and there are not eighteen. Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said: The decree that the daughters of the Samari- 
tans are considered to already have the status of menstruating 
women from their cradle, they issued on that day. And in the 
other matter of drawn water, he holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, and thereby the tally of the decrees is 
complete. 


And another of those decrees is the matter of one who harvests 

grapes in order to take them to the press." Shammai says: It has 

become susceptible, and Hillel says: It has not become suscep- 
tible. Hillel said to Shammai: If so, for what purpose do they 
harvest grapes in purity, i.e., utilizing pure vessels, as in your 
opinion, since the grapes are susceptible to impurity by means of 
the juice that seeps from them, care must be taken to avoid im- 
purity while gathering; and, however, they do not harvest olives 

in purity? According to your opinion that liquid that seeps out 

renders the fruit susceptible to impurity, why is there not a simi- 
lar concern with regard to the liquid that seeps out of olives? 
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Shammai said to him: If you provoke me" and insist that there is no dif- 
ference between gathering olives and grapes, then, in order not to contra- 
dict this, I will decree impurity on the gathering of olives as well. They 
related that since the dispute was so intense, they stuck a sword in the 
study hall," and they said: One who seeks to enter the study hall, let 
him enter, and one who seeks to leave may not leave, so that all of the 
Sages will be assembled to determine the halakha. That day Hillel was 
bowed and was sitting before Shammai like one of the students.” The 
Gemara said: And that day was as difficult for Israel as the day the 
Golden Calf was made, as Hillel, who was the Nasi, was forced to sit in 
submission before Shammai, and the opinion of Beit Shammai prevailed 
in the vote conducted that day. And Shammai and Hillel issued the 
decree, and the people did not accept it from them. And their students 
came and issued the decree, and the people accepted it from them. 


As to the essence of the matter, the Gemara asks: What is the reason they 
decreed that liquids that seeped from the grapes unintentionally render 
the grapes susceptible to impurity? Rabbi Ze’iri said that Rabbi Hanina 
said: The Sages issued a decree due to concern lest he gather the grapes 
in impure baskets. The impurity of the vessel would accord the liquid in 
it the status of a liquid that renders food items susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well, according to the one who said 
that an impure vessel accords liquids in it the halakhic status as if they 
were placed there willfully, and they render foods susceptible to impurity 
even if he did not want the liquids in the vessel. However, according to 
the one who said that an impure vessel does not accord liquids that 
status, what can be said in explanation of the decree? Rather, Rabbi 
Ze iri said that Rabbi Hanina said the following: The reason is not as we 
suggested; rather, this is a decree instituted by the Sages lest he gather 
them in pitched baskets, which are sealed. Since liquids that seep out of 
the grapes do not spill out of the baskets, it is opportune for him to have 
the liquids seep out of the grapes as he thereby accelerates the production 
of wine in the press. Because the seeping of the liquid is opportune, it 
renders the grapes susceptible to impurity. 


Rava said: The reason for the decree is due to the case of liquid that 
squirted out when one separated clusters of grapes that were stuck to- 
gether." Since he did so by his own hand, consciously and willfully, the 
liquid that seeps out renders the grapes susceptible to impurity. Just as 
Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: Sometimes a person goes 
to his vineyard in order to ascertain whether or not the grapes have 
reached the time for gathering, and he takes a cluster of grapes to 
squeeze it, and he sprays the juice onto the grapes. Based on the qual- 
ity of the juice, he determines whether or not the grapes are sufficiently 
ripe. If so, this grape juice was squeezed by his own hand willfully and it 
renders the grapes susceptible to impurity, as even at the time of gather- 
ing it is conceivable that the liquid is still moist upon the grapes. 


Since all eighteen decrees decreed that day have not yet been enumerated, 
the Gemara asks: And what is the other? Said 


Tavi the bird hunter [rishba]‘ that Shmuel said: The decree that growths 
of teruma, i.e., produce that grows from teruma that was planted in the 
ground, are considered teruma, the Sages also issued on that day. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason for this decree? Rabbi Hanina said: A 
decree due to pure teruma in the hand of anon-priest Israelite. One who 
seeks to avoid giving teruma to a priest would plant it in the ground and 
thereby negate its teruma status. To prevent him from doing so, the Sages 
decreed that that which grows from the teruma is also considered teruma. 
Consequently, one would gain nothing by replanting the teruma. 


NOTES 

If you provoke me — °307F1 OX: This expression, said 
by Shammai to Hillel, must be understood. Although 
Shammai finds room to distinguish between gather- 
ing grapes and gathering olives, if Hillel proves that 
there is no distinction between the two, Shammai 
will issue a decree conferring impurity on gather- 
ing olives as well, and the decrees will be uniform 
(geonim). 


They stuck a sword in the study hall - 33m axya 
wnat maa: It is not clear exactly what took ‘place 
in the study hall then. According to the tradition cited 
in a similar matter in the Jerusalem Talmud, there 
was a harsh dispute in the study hall to the point of 
bloodshed. Some explain that Hillel sat bowed be- 
fore Shammai trying to convince Shammai through 
a discussion of the issues like a student deliberating 
before his teacher. However, at that point the stu- 
dents of Beit Shammai outnumbered the students 
of Beit Hillel and the halakha was established in ac- 
cordance with Shammai’s opinion (geonim). 


Due to the grapes that were stuck together - 
niawiad own: Some explain that when grapes are 
attached, the liquid that seeps out does not drip to 
the ground but remains in the cluster (geonim). Oth- 
ers explain that people tend to bite the cluster, and 
therefore the juice that drips out renders the grapes 
susceptible to impurity (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


BACKGROUND 

Like one of the students - wran panya: In the 
imes of the Mishna and the Talmud the students 
would sit in rows on the floor of the study hall, ac- 
cording to their level of learning. The Sage teaching 
he halakha would sit elevated on a chair or on sev- 
eral cushions, facing them. 

Hillel, who was the Nasi of the Sanhedrin, should 
have been facing the people, with Shammai and 
he rest of the members of the Sanhedrin along- 
side him. Motivated by humility and by a desire to 
avoid dispute, Hillel descended from his place and 
sat before Shammai in one of the students’ places. 
The submission of the Nasi of the Sanhedrin and his 
humiliation was a shocking event in the eyes of the 
people. The situation that developed involved a cer- 
tain amount of violence on the part of the students 
of Beit Shammai, and the leader of Israel was forced 
to demean himself due to external pressure. This was 
considered a tragic event, tantamount to the sin of 
the Golden Calf. 


LANGUAGE 

Bird hunter [rishba] - aw: According to Rashi, 
rishba is identical to the Aramaic nishba, which 
means a net. Rishba or nishba refers to the man who 
spreads the nets, i.e., a bird or animal hunter. How- 
ever, some explain that rishba is an acronym for reish 
beit abba, the head of a paternal household. It is an 
honorific for a person who is the most prominent 
member of his family (geonim; see the Arukh). 
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NOTES 


Since it is possible to perform the mitzva of teruma by 
separating merely one grain of wheat — saya WAKT [PD 
Dn men: The Torah does not explicitly state how much must 
be separated for teruma, which is given by the Jew to the 
priest. However, there is a fixed measure for the teruma of the 
ithe, which the Levite gives to the priest from the first tithe 
hat he receives: One tenth of the tithe. As mentioned above, 
he teruma of the Israelite neither has a fixed measure by Torah 
aw nor by rabbinic law. It remained dependent on the gen- 
erosity of the giver and ranged from one-fortieth of the crop, 
which was considered generous, to as little as one-sixtieth of 
he crop, which was considered miserly. Shmuel, on the other 
hand, held that even separating one grain from the entire pile 
of grain was sufficient to rid that produce of the prohibition of 
untithed produce [tevel]. 


7 PEREKI-+17B +) 97 'N PD 


WNI — DTD PWM Me KII WON 
XII VOX xx) wap xb "23 
nny Aon say WAT 1D ( brew» 
PINDI- VAYP Kin beets 
ya men MIIN owe MP KYY 
mph TN) m ab N bon yp 

abpa 


PAVN MN 12 KYT II WON PTD 
Di qaa ponsw on x : ays 
any opa ia -+i ioa 


TEPLE DIY VN INI VA TPN 
Tia AD- PND BN PRL S 
KIN PND I SPIT IT AZT WY 
IN NT NPY HPN IW DY 31? 
KIN 12 KIY 37 ONT NIN 12 XIX 
paw owe MI Dy NAPISI WN 

spy owe paw by) 


Rava said: If they are suspected of that, let them refrain from 
separating teruma altogether. Rather, Rava said: We know 
that with regard to an Israelite, as opposed to a Levite, funda- 
mentally it is possible to perform the mitzva of teruma by 
separating merely one grain of wheat," in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel, who said that by Torah law there is no 
fixed measure for teruma. By separating one grain of wheat as 
teruma for all the wheat on the threshing floor, one fulfills his 
obligation. Since he nevertheless did not take advantage of 
that possibility to exempt himself from the obligation of sepa- 
rating teruma, he is trustworthy, and there is no reason to 
suspect that he will seek to avoid giving teruma to the priest by 
planting it. Rather, the reason for the decree is due to impure 
teruma in the hand of a priest." A priest is forbidden to eat 
impure teruma and he is required to burn it. However, the 
priest is permitted to derive benefit from its burning. The 
Sages were concerned lest he keep the impure teruma with 
him until the season of sowing and sow his field with it, and, 
as a result, he encounter a stumbling-block because over time 
he is liable to forget that the teruma is impure and eat it. 


With regard to the total of eighteen decrees, the Gemara asks: 
And what is the other decree? Rabbi Hiyya bar Ami said in 
the name of Ulla: In a case of one who was carrying a purse 
with money in it on Shabbat eve, and it got dark for him on 
the way, the Torah law permitted him to carry the purse in 
increments, each of which is less than four cubits. However, 
the Sages issued the following decree: It is prohibited to carry 
in increments; he should give his purse to a gentile accompa- 
nying him. This decree was also issued on that day. 


And the other decree: The Sage Bali said that Avimi of San- 
vata said: The decrees with regard to gentiles that prohibit 
their bread, and their oil, and their wine, and their daugh- 
ters are all one decree of the eighteen matters. The Gemara 
asks: This works out well according to Rabbi Meir, as accord- 
ing to his opinion the Gemara already enumerated eighteen 
decrees. However, according to Rabbi Yosei, who holds that 
the dispute remains with regard to the matter of vessels in the 
courtyard, they are only seventeen. The Gemara answers: 
There is also that statement of Rav Aha bar Adda, as Rav Aha 
bar Adda said that Rabbi Yitzhak said: The Sages issued a 
decree prohibiting eating their bread" due to their oil. And 
they issued a decree prohibiting their oil due to their wine." 
Consequently, there are two separate decrees. 


HALAKHA 


Growths of teruma...due to impure teruma in the hand of 
a priest — ine) TPI AND MINA own. AWA dy: Produce 
that grows from seeds of teruma is fundamentally not sacred 
at all. However, the Sages decreed that it should be prohib- 
ited to non-priests, like teruma. The reason for the decree is 
concern for the problems that could ensue if the priest keeps 
impure teruma in his possession in order to sow it and render 
itnon-sacred, as per the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, 
Hilkhot Terumot 11:21). 


The Sages issued a decree on their bread — jmp by ma: The 
Sages decreed a prohibition on eating bread baked by gentiles 
due to concern that the goodwill engendered might lead to 
marriage between the families. The Rema wrote that even in 
a case where that concern is not relevant the bread is prohib- 
ited. This prohibition is restricted to bread baked from the five 
species of grain. However, bread baked from legumes, rice, or 


millet is permitted. Some places where there is no Jewish baker 
the authorities are lenient and they buy bread from a gentile 

baker. Some authorities are lenient even where Jewish-baked 

bread is available (Mordekhai, Sefer Mitzvot Katan, Terumat Ha- 
Deshen). However, everyone agrees that it is prohibited to buy 
bread that a gentile homeowner baked for his own personal 

use (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Asurot 17:9 and 

12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 12:1-2). 


And their oil due to their wine - 1» owna pnw boy: Oil of 
gentiles is permitted. Although at first it was prohibited, Sages 
of a later generation rescinded the decree and permitted it 
(Rabbi Yehuda Nesia). One who deems it prohibited is guilty 
of flouting the authority of the court that permitted it, a seri- 
ous transgression (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Asurot 17:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 114:7). 
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The Gemara wonders: They issued a decree on their bread because of 
their oil. In what way is the prohibition on oil stronger than the pro- 
hibition on bread? Rather, say that they issued a decree prohibiting 
their bread and their oil due to their wine. And they issued a decree 
prohibiting their wine" due to the fact that it leads to familiarity, and 
people will come to marry their daughters. And they issued a decree 
prohibiting their daughters" due to something else," idolatry. And 
they further issued a decree on something else, idolatry, due to some- 
thing else. The Gemara asks: What is the something else alluded to 
here? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: They issued a decree ona gentile 
baby, according him the legal status that he transmits impurity as one 
with the legal status of a great zav," who experienced three emissions, 
even though he did not experience an emission. This was in order to 
distance Jewish children from gentile children so that a Jewish boy 
should not be accustomed to be with a gentile in homosexual rela- 
tions. The Gemara asks: If so, according to Rabbi Meir it is difficult as 
well, as they are now nineteen decrees. The Gemara answers: Rabbi 
Meir counts the decrees of food items and vessels that became impure 
through contact with liquids as one. Consequently, according to Rab- 
bi Meir, too, there are only eighteen decrees. 
MI S HN A In this mishna there is a fandamental dispute 
between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai: Must 
one begin refraining from actions prohibited on Shabbat on Shabbat 
eve? Or, may one initiate an action prior to Shabbat, even if he knows 
that it will continue on its own on Shabbat itself? These are the details 
of that dispute: Beit Shammai say: One may only soak dry ink in 
water and dry plants, which produce dyes, in water and vetch’ for ani- 
mal food to soften them in water on Shabbat eve, adjacent to Shabbat, if 
there is clearly sufficient time for them to soak for their designated 
purpose while itis still day, before Shabbat begins, and their continued 
soaking on Shabbat will have no effect." And Beit Hillel permit doing 
so. Beit Shammai say: One may only place bundles of combed flax 
inside the oven on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time so that they 
will be heated while it is still day. And one may only place wool into 
the dyer’s kettle if there is sufficient time for the wool to absorb the 
dye while it is still day. And Beit Hillel permit doing so. 


Beit Shammai say: One may spread traps for an animal and birds and 
fish only if there is sufficient time remaining in the day for them to be 
trapped in them while it is still day," and Beit Hillel permit doing so 
even if there is not sufficient time remaining in the day. Beit Shammai 
say: One may only sell an item to a gentile on Shabbat eve, and one 
may only load a burden on his donkey with him, and one may only lift 
a burden on him if there remains sufficient time for the gentile to ar- 
rive to a near place prior to Shabbat, and the Jew will play no role in 
the performance of a prohibited labor by the gentile on Shabbat. And 
Beit Hillel permit doing so. Beit Shammai say: One may not give 
skins to a gentile tanner, nor clothes to a gentile launderer, unless 
there is sufficient time for work on them to be completed while it is 
still day, before Shabbat begins. And in all of them Beit Hillel permit" 
doing so with 


NOTES | 

Due to something else — mx 331 OW: Usually the 
Talmud uses this expression to avoid explicit mention of 
matters that, due to politeness or disgust, are better left 
unmentioned, e.g., pigs, leprosy, idolatry, sexual relations, 
and others. In this passage, “something else” has several 
meanings. The common denominator among them 
is the desire to avoid mentioning unpleasant matters. 


They issued a decree on a gentile baby that he trans- 
mits impurity with the legal status of a great zav - 
73 KAvAY tia pin by yma: By Torah law, there is no 

impurity for gentiles, and all halakhot of impurity apply 

specifically to Jews. However, for various reasons the 

Sages added several decrees of impurity on gentiles for 
the purpose of separation. The decree on a gentile baby 

is twofold: First, the very perception of the gentile as im- 
pure; second, that a baby has the status of the impurity 

of the emission of a zav, even if he saw no emission. 


For them to be trapped while it is still day — tix% "13 
BY Tiyan: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that 
the Gemara is referring to a case where he lays the traps 
in a place where many animals are found, and it is clear 
to him that they will be trapped quickly. Otherwise, 
there is no way to determine the measure for them to 
be trapped while it is still ill day, 
Vetch [karshinin] — pwns: ihe karshina or bikit karshi- 
na, Vicia ervilia, is an annual plant of the legume family. 

It reaches a height of 10-50 cm. The karshina is a winter 
and spring crop in Mediterranean countries, and it is still 

grown in Arab villages today. 

The plant and its seeds serve as food for animals. To 
soften the seeds, they are sometimes soaked in water 
overnight. The seeds are brown, round or polygonal, 
and their diameter is 3.5-5.5 mm. 


uo ——— 


Vetch plant 


And they issued a decree prohibiting their wine — }2” by: 
A Jew is forbidden to drink the wine of gentiles, even if there 
is no concern that it might have been poured as libation for 
idolatry. This ruling is in order to discourage familiarity with 
gentiles. This applies specifically to wine fit for use as a libation 
for idolatry. Since there is no element of idolatry connected to 
other alcoholic beverages, they were not included in the decree 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Asurot 11:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 123:1). 


And they issued a decree prohibiting their daughters — oy) 
pma: The prohibition against marrying a gentile is explicitly 
stated in the Torah, along with its rationale: To distance Jews 
from idolatry. Nevertheless, in this case the Sages instituted 
an additional stringency: By Torah law, sexual relations with 
gentiles is prohibited exclusively within the framework of mar- 


riage. The Sages, however, prohibited all such contact. A man 
is forbidden to be alone with gentile women. They have the 
status of a menstruating woman at all times as far as separation 
is concerned (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 12:1-2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 16:1). 


They issued a decree on a gentile baby that he transmits 
impurity with the legal status of a great zav — 1a piyn by ma 
maa xavaw: The Sages decreed that all gentile children, male, 
from the age of nine, and female, from the age of three, have 
the legal status of a zav and a zava respectively and transmit 
ritual impurity. The rationale for the decree is to distance Jew- 
ish children from them (Rambam Sefer Kedushha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 4:4; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:14 and Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:10). 


Performing prohibited labor on Shabbat eve at nightfall - 


mon oy naw ay Taxy Dewy: It is permitted to initiate a 
prohibited labor prior to Shabbat, even if it continues on its 
own and is completed on Shabbat, as per the opinion of Beit 
Hillel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:1). 


One may not give skins to a tanner...and in all of them Beit 
Hillel permit - pyan Yon ma poroan...ptayd minty pari prs: 
On Shabbat eve, while it is still day, it is permissible for a Jew to 
give an item to a gentile so that the gentile will perform one of 
the labors prohibited on Shabbat on his behalf, in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel. However, the Jew may not insist 
that he perform the labor specifically on Shabbat. In addition, 
if the gentile is a regular employee of the Jew it is prohibited 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 2441). 
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Perek | 
Daf18 Amuda 


NOTES 

The ancestral house of my father, the dynasty of Nesi’im 
from the house of Hillel, was accustomed — ma v7 payi) 
aK: Several times, the special customs of the ancestral house 
are related by members of the house of the Nasi or by those 
closely affiliated with them, e.g., Rabbi Eliezer, son of Tzadok. 
Most of the time, the customs called for stringency. Although 
the members of the house of the Nasi were descendants of 
Hillel the Elder, they would at times accept the stringencies of 
Beit Shammai upon themselves alone. 


—— HALAKHA 
Soil which can be kneaded - x17 bias 327 39X: Everyone 
agrees that soil can be kneaded and that one Who kneads 
it on Shabbat is liable. As for ashes, the opinions are divided. 
Some say that ashes cannot be kneaded, and even if they are 
kneaded, there is no liability, as per the Gemara on this matter 
(Shabbat 155b, and in Beitza; Rambam). Others say that because 
it does not require kneading, its kneading is accomplished 
simply by adding water without mixing (Ra'avad in accordance 
with the opinion of Abaye; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 8:16). 


BACKGROUND 
Were they taught next to each other — xan *T171 33 m3: This 
common phrase comes to reject a proof based on differences 
in language and style between two baraitot. In the Mishna, a 
proof based on an almost negligible difference between two 
similar phrases is considered absolute proof, and one can draw 
conclusions both with regard to what is written and what is not 
written there. However, that is not the case with baraitot. The 
question will always be: Were they taught next to each other? 


There were different study halls where baraitot were edited, e.g., 


the baraitot of Rabbi Hiyya, the baraitot of Rabbi Oshaya, and 
many others. Therefore, a difference in formulation between 
two baraitot could be attributed to nothing more than the 
different styles of the two editors. For our purposes, since the 
halakha that ashes have the legal status of soil was established 
in tractate Hullin, it is conceivable that one of the tannaim was 
not sensitive to the distinction, and when he said ashes, he 
meant soil specifically. 
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the sun, i.e., as long as the sun is shining on Friday. Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel said: The ancestral house of my father, the 
dynasty of Nesi’im from the house of Hillel, was accustomed" to 
give its white clothes to a gentile launderer no fewer than three 
days before Shabbat. And, however, these, Beit Shammai, and 
those, Beit Hillel, agree that, ab initio, one may load the beam 
of the olive press on the olives on Shabbat eve while it is still day, 
so that the oil will continue to be squeezed out of the olives on 
Shabbat. So too, one may load the circular wine press to acceler- 
ate the process of producing wine from the grapes. 


G E M ARA Before clarifying the matters themselves, 


the Gemara seeks to determine: Who is 
the tanna who holds that merely adding water to ink without any 
additional action constitutes its soaking, and one is liable for 
doing so on Shabbat, as he performed an act of kneading, one of 
the primary categories of labor? Rav Yosef said: It is the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As it was taught in a baraita: In a case 
where one person adds the flour and another one adds the water 
into one vessel, the latter one is liable for kneading the dough, 
which is a prohibited labor on Shabbat, even though he did not 
actually knead the dough; that is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. Rabbi Yosei says: He is not liable for the prohibited la- 
bor of kneading until he actually kneads the dough. According 
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, merely soaking the dough in water is 
considered a prohibited labor. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And perhaps Rabbi Yosei only stated 
that actual kneading is required to be liable for performing the 
prohibited labor of kneading in the case of flour, which can be 
kneaded; however, ink, which cannot be kneaded, say that its 
soaking is considered a full-fledged prohibited labor, and he will 
therefore be liable, even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 
The Gemara rejects this: It should not enter your mind to say so, 
as it was taught in a baraita: In a case where one places the ashes 
and one adds the water, the latter one is liable, although he did 
not knead them. That is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: He is not liable until he 
actually kneads them. Apparently, according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, he is only liable for committing 
the prohibited labor of kneading on Shabbat ifhe actually kneads 
the mixture, as he stated his halakha even with regard to ashes, 
which cannot be kneaded. 


The Gemara asks: And perhaps, what is the meaning of ashes 
[efer] mentioned here? Perhaps it is soil [afar], which can be 
kneaded." In that case he is not liable until he actually kneads the 
mixture. However, with regard to ashes, which cannot be kneaded, 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, also holds that even if he did 
not actually knead the mixture he is liable. The Gemara rejects 
this: Wasn’t the dispute taught in one baraita with regard to 
ashes, and wasn’t it taught in another baraita with regard to soil? 
In both cases, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, disagreed. The 
Gemara rejects this proof: Were they taught next to each other?” 
Had both of these baraitot been taught together, it would have 
been truly possible to arrive at the conclusion that Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, disagrees both in the case of ashes and in 
the case of soil. However, since the baraita that speaks about 
ashes was taught elsewhere by a different amora who cited it in 
the name of Rabbi Yosei, the difference in language does not prove 
that Rabbi Yosei disagrees in both cases. 
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The Sages taught in a Tosefta: One may open a canal that 
passes adjacent to a garden on Shabbat eve at nightfall, 
so that water will flow into a garden" and the garden 
continuously fills with water all day long on Shabbat. 
Similarly, one may place incense, perfumed herbs placed 
on coals to produce a fragrance, on coals beneath the 
clothes on Shabbat eve and the clothes may be continu- 
ously perfumed all day long. And, similarly, one may 
place sulfur beneath the silver vessels on Shabbat eve at 
nightfall for the purpose of coloring the vessels, and they 
may be continuously exposed to sulfur all day long.’ 
And one may place an eye salve [kilor]' on the eye and 
a bandage [ispelanit]' smeared with cream on a wound 
on Shabbat eve at nightfall, and the wound may con- 
tinuously heal all day long on Shabbat. However, one 
may not place wheat kernels into the water mill unless 
he does so in a way so that they will be ground while it 
is still day on Friday and not on Shabbat." 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the baraita 
prohibited a mill and permitted other prohibited labor? 
Rabba said: Because it makes noise and the public will 
hear the mill grinding on Shabbat. Although no prohib- 
ited labor is being performed, doing so displays contempt 
for Shabbat. Therefore, the Sages prohibited it. Rav Yosef 
said to Rabba: And let the Master say a better reason, due 
to the obligation to ensure the resting of utensils.’ Even 
the utensils of a Jewish person may not be used for pro- 
hibited labor on Shabbat. As it was taught in halakhic 
midrash, the Mekhilta: That which is stated: “And in all 
that I said to you, take heed” (Exodus 23:13), is an allu- 
sion to matters mentioned in the Oral Torah. It comes to 
include the resting of utensils on Shabbat. Rather, Rav 
Yosef said: The reason for the prohibition of the mill on 
Shabbat is due to the resting of utensils. 


Since the obligation of resting utensils on Shabbat was 

mentioned, the Gemara says: Now that you said that Beit 

Hillel also hold that resting utensils on Shabbat is re- 
quired by Torah law, with regard to sulfur and incense 

on coals that are placed under silver vessels and clothes, 
respectively, what is the reason that the Sages permitted 

this on Shabbat? Isn't that performed on Shabbat in uten- 
sils? The Gemara answers: Because the utensil itself does 

not perform an action when the incense or sulfur is burn- 
ing. With regard to the bundles of flax, what is the reason 

that they permitted placing them in the oven on Shabbat 
eve at nightfall to dry, even though the oven is performing 
a prohibited labor on Shabbat? Because it does not per- 
form an action; rather, on the contrary, it sits idle in its 

place and the prohibited labor occurs on its own. How- 
ever, with regard to traps of an animal, and a bird, anda 
fish, which perform a bona fide action of trapping, what 
is the reason that they permitted spreading them on 

Shabbat eve at nightfall? The Gemara explains: There too, 
it is referring to a fish hook? and nets [kokrei],! which 

perform no action. They stand in place, and the fish 
comes to them and is trapped. Indeed, a trap that performs 

an action is prohibited. 


Exposing silver vessels to sulfur - ad 31593: Throughout the generations, 
sulfur was used to beautify silver vessels. Since silver is a light hue and engrav- 
ings are not easily visible, one manner to accentuate the inscriptions was by 
means of sulfur. The silver vessels were exposed to sulfur fumes and oxidized 
sulfur, creating a thin layer of black silver sulfate on the vessel. After the vessel 
was treated with sulfur, it was thoroughly cleaned, restoring all of the surfaces 
to their original silver sheen while the recesses and sunken areas remained 
black. In modern times, similar methods are employed. 


Eye salve [kilor] - aby: From the Greek xoňvpiov, kollyrion, meaning a 
salve for the eyes. 


Bandage [ispelanit] - - mhap: From the Greek ox\nvioy, splenion, meaning 
a piece of cloth placed ona ‘wound. 


Nets [kokrei] — »y4p: The fisherman's utensil like the nets in the Gemara. The 
utensil is made like a basket with one wide end and one narrow end. The fish 
enter the wide end but are unable to exit the narrow end. The origin of the 
word kokre/ is unclear. It may be from the Greek xpoxúç or kpoxic, krokys or 
krokis, meaning a a fly trap. Alternatively, according to the geonim, kokrei is a 
stone tablet resting on pieces of wood or on bait. When the animals pull the 
bait, they are crushed or trapped under the stone. According to this interpre- 
tation, the word is derived from the Greek xpóxn, kroke, meaning a pebble. 


Ancient Egyptian picture of fishing in Egypt. The fishermen are holding nets similar to the kokrei. 


The resting of utensils — ob nmwaw: The reason that the Gemara spoke 
specifically of a water mill is because a mill powered by an animal is certainly 
prohibited on Shabbat, due to the mitzva explicitly stated in the Torah to rest 
one’s animal. Since the Gemara's conclusion is that the obligation to rest one's 
utensils is according to Beit Shammai’s opinion, the baraita, which derives 
the law of resting utensils from the verse, comes only to prohibit Jews from 
performing labor with their utensils (geonim). 


One may open a canal so that water will flow into a garden - 
gey Dy ppMis: One may open a water canal into a garden 
on Shabbat eve so that the water will continue to irrigate the 
garden on Shabbat. Similarly, one may place an eye salve [kilor] 
on his eye on Shabbat eve so that it will continuously cure the 
eye during Shabbat, even though it is prohibited to adminis- 
ter the remedy on Shabbat itself. It is also permitted to place 
incense on coals beneath clothing on Shabbat eve so that the 
clothes become perfumed on their own throughout Shabbat, 


in accordance with the haraite (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:5). 


Placing wheat kernels in the water mill - sind pon pani 
on bw mnt: One may place wheat kernels in a water mill 
while it is still day so that they will be ground on their own 
on Shabbat. Some prohibited doing so because it is noisy and 
dishonors Shabbat (Taz). The custom was to permit this in a 
situation of monetary loss, or even in a case where there is no 


monetary loss (Rema; Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 252:5). Therefore, a Jew is permitted to lend or rent his 
utensils to a gentile, even if it is clear that they will be utilized to 
perform labor on Shabbat. By renting the mill, a Jew’s utensils 
will not be involved in labor on Shabbat. Some say that utensils 
utilized in the performance of labor prohibited by Torah law, 
e.g. a plow or a mill (Rosh), may not be rented to a gentile on 
Shabbat eve (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:16; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2461). 
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NOTES 

And now that you said that according to Beit 
Shammai, etc. - 131 KAW mat AWN XT: 
Earlier, the Gemara cited this baraita to pose a dif- 
ficulty to the opinion of Beit Hillel. Subsequently, 
it cited the same baraita to pose a difficulty to the 
opinion of Beit Shammai. However, one could say 
that since in the first clause of this baraita, there 
is a dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, 
and in the latter clause there is no dispute, there 
is room to pose difficulties to both parties (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horovitz). 


Perek I 
Daf18 Amud b 


LANGUAGE 
Spit [shapud] - aw: The origin of the word is ap- 
parently the Greek eiorvtiķe, eispytizein, mean- 
ing to spit into frequently. In the language of the 
Mishna, as well as in Syrian, the word means a pole 
stuck through meat to facilitate its roasting. 


HALAKHA 


A woman may not fill up a pot with pounded 
wheat. ..a baker may not fill a barrel of water - 
man oinm KYD xb. npppy ATIP TYY Kyan xb 
on by: A person may not filla pot with pounded 
wheat or lupines and place it in an oven whose 
coals were not swept or covered with ashes (Ma- 
gen Avraham) on Shabbat eve at nightfall, due to 
the concern that he might stoke the coals. Similarly, 
he may not fill a barrel with water and place it 
in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall. In all of 
these cases, if he did so, the items are prohibited 
at the conclusion of Shabbat for a time sufficient 
for them to be prepared (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 3:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
254:8-9). 
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Where he declares the utensils ownerless — ‘175% any yp: 
Tosafot wondered: How could he declare the utensils ownerless 
when the Sages clearly stated a halakha that in order to declare 
possessions ownerless, one must relinquish ownership in front of 
three people? From the Gemara it is apparent that since everyone 
relinquishes ownership of his pots on Shabbat, everyone is aware 
that this obviates the need for a specific declaration rendering them 
ownerless. Others say that this is a relinquishing of ownership de- 
clared by the court, since the court stipulates that all pots and bowls 


are ownerless on Shabbat. 


Pounded wheat and lupines — ppan nippy: The common ex- 
planation is that the Gemara cited this example because pounded 


And now that Rav Oshaya said that Rav Asi said: Who is the tanna 
who states that the obligation of resting utensils on Shabbat is by Torah 
law? The tanna is Beit Shammai and not Beit Hillel. Consequently, 
according to Beit Shammai, whether the utensil performs an action or 
whether it does not perform an action, it is prohibited. And according 
to Beit Hillel, even though it performs an action, it is nevertheless 
permitted. The Gemara asks: And now that you said that according to 
Beit Shammai even though the utensil does not perform an action it 
is prohibited, if so, 


with regard to placing incense and sulfur beneath clothes and silver ves- 
sels, respectively, what is the reason Beit Shammai permitted this? The 
Gemara answers: The case under discussion was not one where the in- 
cense was placed in a vessel; rather, there, the incense was placed on the 
ground, and therefore there was no utensil that was obligated to rest. The 
Gemara asks further: A tub in which fruit or grains are placed to ferment 
into beer, and where they stay for an extended period; and a Shabbat 
lamp; and a pot in which food is being cooked, which they place on the 
fire while it is still day; and a spit [shapud]' on which they placed food 
to roast while it is still day; what is the reason Beit Shammai permitted 
placing them on Shabbat eve while it is still day even though the prohib- 
ited labor continues over time, including on Shabbat? The Gemara an- 
swers: These are cases where he declares the utensils ownerless." Ac- 
cording to Beit Shammai, the utensils must be declared ownerless while 
it is still day. Once the utensils are declared ownerless, they no longer 
belong to a Jew and, consequently, there is no obligation to let them rest. 


The Gemara asks: Based on these conclusions, who is the tanna who 
taught this Tosefta that the Sages taught: A woman may not fill up a pot 
with pounded wheat and lupines," a type of legume, and place them in 
the oven to cook on Shabbat eve at nightfall. And if she placed them in 
the oven, not only may they not be eaten on Shabbat itself, but even at 
the conclusion of Shabbat they are forbidden for a period of time that 
would be sufficient for them to be prepared, i.e., the time it takes to cook 
the dish from the beginning, so that he will derive no benefit from a 
prohibited labor performed on Shabbat. Similarly, the Tosefta said: A 
baker may not filla barrel of water" and place it in the oven on Shabbat 
eve at nightfall to boil the water that is in the barrel, and ifhe did so, even 
at the conclusion of Shabbat it is forbidden for the period of time that 
would be sufficient for it to be prepared from the beginning. Let us say 
that this Tosefta is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai and 
not in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. The Gemara answers: 
Even if you say that it is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, in 
those cases the Sages issued a decree due to concern lest the one cooking 
stoke the coals" on Shabbat in order to accelerate the cooking. 


NOTES 

wheat and lupines take a long time to cook, leading to concern that 
one may seek to accelerate their cooking by stoking the coals. Others 
say, to the contrary, that these items were prohibited because they 
cook very quickly, and as a result he will constantly have them in 
mind and will come to tend to them on Shabbat (Rambam). 


Decree lest the one cooking stoke the coals - 7AM KAW TPA 
o>naa: Although this decree is accepted halakha, nevertheless 
the questioner asked: Why did they apply it to pounded wheat and 
water? It did not seem reasonable to him that, due to concern lest 
one stoke the coals, he would be forced to wait at the conclusion of 
Shabbat for a period of time that would be sufficient for them to be 
prepared before consuming them (Derush VeHiddush). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to incense and sulfur, the Sages should 
also issue a decree that prohibits placing them beneath clothes and silver 
vessels, respectively, on Shabbat eve at nightfall. The Gemara answers: 
There, in that case, he will not stoke them, as ifhe stokes them smoke will 
rise into the garments and the silver, and that is damaging for them. The 
smoke from the wood will ruin the fragrance and the coating of sulfur. The 
Gemara asks further: With regard to bundles of flax," the Sages should also 
issue a decree. The Gemara answers: There, since wind is damaging for 
them, he does not expose them, and he will not come to stoke the coals. 
The Gemara asks further: With regard to wool placed in the dyer’s kettle," 
the Sages should also issue a decree. Shmuel said: The mishna is referring 
to a pot that is removed from the fire, where there is no concern lest he 
stoke the coals. The Gemara still asks: Let us be concerned lest he stir that 
same pot, thereby accelerating the cooking, which is prohibited by Torah 
law. Rather, the mishna is referring to a pot that is removed from the fire 
and sealed with clay spread around its cover to prevent it from opening. 


The Gemara comments: And now that the Master said that in these cases 

the prohibition of placing the pot on the fire is due to a decree issued by 
the Sages lest he stoke the coals; with regard to this pot of raw meat," it 

is permitted to place it in an oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall. What is 

the reason for this? Since it is not fit for consumption during the night, as 

it will not be cooked by then, he diverts his thoughts from it and will not 

come to stoke the coals. And the same is true of cooked meat; it is permit- 
ted to place it on the fire on Shabbat eve at nightfall. Since it is reasonably 
cooked, one will not come to stoke the coals to cook it more. Meat that is 

cooked and not sufficiently cooked is prohibited, as there is concern lest 
he come to stoke the coals. And if he threw a raw bone into this pot, he 

may well do so, as due to the bone he will not remove the meat to eat it in 

the evening. 


And now that the Master said that anything for which wind is damaging 
one does not expose, one could say that with regard to meat of a kid and 
an oven whose opening is sealed with clay, he may well place it there on 
Shabbat eve at nightfall. Since the meat of the kid cooks quickly and the 
opening of the oven is sealed, there is no concern lest he come to stoke the 
coals. If it is the meat of a ram [barha |" and the opening of the oven is not 
sealed with clay, it is prohibited to place it there on Shabbat eve at nightfall. 
The above are cases where the ruling is clear. However, with regard to the 
case of the meat of a kid and the opening of the oven is not sealed with 
clay, or the case of a ram and the opening of the oven is sealed, there is a 
dispute. Rav Ashi permitted placing it in the oven on Shabbat eve at night- 
fall, and Rav Yirmeya from Difti prohibited doing so. The Gemara asks: 
And according to the opinion of Rav Ashi, who permitted placing it there 
on Shabbat eve at nightfall, wasn’t it taught in a baraita that one may not 
roast meat, an onion, and an egg on Shabbat eve unless there is sufficient 
time for them to be roasted while it is still day? Apparently, one may not 
place meat that is not sufficiently roasted in an oven on Shabbat eve. The 
Gemara answers: There, the baraita is referring to the meat of a ram and 
the opening of the oven is not sealed with clay. However, in other cases it 
is permitted. 


HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 
Ram [barha] - «ma: The origin of the word is un- 
clear. Some think that it is from the Middle Persian 
warrag, which means a lamb or a ram. The word 
appears in New Persian as barra. 


Bundles of flax - jnws by Pax: It is permitted to place bun- 
dles of flax in the oven on Shabbat eve. Since the wind harms 
them, there is no room for concern lest he open the oven and 
stoke the coals (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:14; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:1). 


Wool in the kettle - mih ‘wax: Even if the wool already ab- 
sorbed the dye, one may only place wool in a boiling kettle on 
Shabbat eve if the kettle were removed from the fire and its 
cover sealed so he will not be able to stoke the coals or stir the 
pot, as per the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:1). 


This pot of raw meat — XN ATT NN: It is permitted to 
place raw meat in a pot on a stove or an oven on Shabbat eve 


adjacent to nightfall. The same is true with regard to meat that 
is completely cooked, if additional cooking does not enhance 
its taste. It is forbidden to do so with meat that is not yet cooked 
completely, or even with meat that is completely cooked if 
additional cooking enhances its taste. However, if he placed a 
raw bone into the pot, it is permitted (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 3:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 253:1). 


Meat of a kid...of a ram — X77127... 3T MWA: According to 
the second version of the dispute and according to the opinion 
of Rav Yirmeya from Difti, it is prohibited to place the meat of a 
goat or an ox in the oven to roast. Because they cook quickly, he 
is liable to stoke the coals to accelerate the process. That prohi- 
bition applies only if the meat is uncovered; if it is in a covered 
pot, it is permitted. However, the meat of a young goat or fowl 


that is cut into pieces, both covered and uncovered, is permit- 
ted; there is no concern that one might stoke the coals, because 
this would cause such meat to be overcooked and ruined. That 
is the ruling because the discussion here is conducted based 
on the opinion of Rav Yirmeya (Rif), as is the later discussion 
with regard to the Paschal lamb (Ran). Others disagreed. In their 
opinion, the meat of a young goat and fowl is permitted only 
when it is roasted in an oven whose opening is covered, even 
though it is not sealed with clay; in that case there is no concern 
that he will open the oven because the wind is liable to ruin 
the meat. However, that concern does exist when the meat is 
roasted exposed (Rema based on the Tur, Beit Yosef, Sefer Mitzvot 
Gadol and others; see Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 3:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:1). 
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NOTES 

Gourd — Xp: Also called the bottle gourd or Lagenaria 
vulgaris, the kera is a leafy summer vegetable. Usually it 
grows extended on the ground, but at times it is trellised 
on trees. The greenish-white gourd produced by the plant 
is 40-50 cm long and 25-30 cm wide and shaped like a jug 
or a bottle. The young fruit is generally eaten cooked and its 
seeds are commonly eaten as dessert. 


Gourd 


For him to reach a house adjacent to the wall — wow ra 
mind apr ma): If the gentile reaches the house adja- 
cent to the wall of the city, he could place the object there. 
Consequently, he will have performed no prohibited labor 
on Shabbat. Although there is no way to predict whether 
or not the gentile will, in fact, place the object there, it is 
necessary to provide him with sufficient time to do so. There 
is certainly no prohibition for a gentile to perform prohibited 
labor on Shabbat. However, if the Jew fails to provide him 
with sufficient time to place the object prior to Shabbat, the 
impression is that he sent the gentile to perform a prohibited 
labor for him on Shabbat. 


That is the statement of Rabbi Akiva; that is the state- 
ment of Beit Hillel — ma 1939 17 PT SD PY 2211271717 
bon: At times, the most prominent tannaim, Rabbi Akiva 
among them, disputed the opinion of Beit Hillel. However, 
it is difficult to say that Rabbi Akiva would disagree with 
the Sages of early generations. Therefore, Rabbi Yosei son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, the student of Rabbi Akiva’s student, came 
to explain that Rabbi Akiva did not state his own opinion. 
Rather, he stated a tradition that he received with regard to 
the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


Meat roasted directly on the coals — "waa xwa: Meat, 
even that of a young goat, onions, and eggs, as well as all other 
foods that are not eaten raw (Mishna Berura), may not be left on 
coals on Shabbat eve at nightfall as there is concern lest one 
stoke the coals. This is true unless he placed them on the coals 
long enough before Shabbat to enable them to be roasted like 
the food of ben Drosai, which is half-cooked, while it is still day, 
in accordance with the answer of Rav Ashi. Others say that the 
food of ben Drosai was one-third cooked. If he roasted them 
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HALAKHA 


Others say that with regard to the meat ofa kid, whether it is in an 

oven that is sealed or whether it is in one that is not sealed, every- 
one agrees that he may well do so. With regard to the meat of a ram, 
when the opening of the oven is sealed, one may well do so too. 
Where they disagreed was in the case of the meat of a ram and the 

opening of the oven was not sealed. Rav Ashi permitted placing it 
in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall, and Rav Yirmeya from 

Difti prohibited doing so. The Gemara asks: And according to the 

opinion of Rav Ashi, who permitted this, wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita that one may only roast meat, an onion, and an egg on Shab- 
bat eve if there is sufficient time for them to be roasted while it is 

still day? Apparently, one may not place meat that is not suffi- 
ciently roasted in an oven on Shabbat eve. The Gemara answers: 

There, the baraita is referring to the case of meat roasted directly 
on the coals." In that case, there is greater concern that he will come 

to stoke the coals. Ravina said: With regard to that raw gourd," one 

may well place it in a pot on the fire on Shabbat eve at nightfall. The 

reason for this is that since the wind is damaging for it, it is con- 
sidered like the meat of a kid. 


The full text of the baraita is: Beit Shammai say: One may only sell 
an item to a gentile on Shabbat eve, and one may only load a burden 
onto his donkey with him, and one may only lift a burden onto him 
if the destination of the gentile is near enough that there remains 
sufficient time for the gentile to arrive at a place near there prior to 
Shabbat. The Sages taught in a baraita that elaborated upon this 
dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel with regard to selling 
to a gentile on Shabbat eve: Beit Shammai say: A person may not 
sell his object to a gentile," and lend it to him, and loan him 
money, and give him an object as a gift on Shabbat eve, unless there 
is sufficient time for him, the gentile, to reach his house while it 
still day. And Beit Hillel say: He is permitted to do this if there is 
sufficient time for him to reach a house adjacent to the wall” of 
the place where he is going. Rabbi Akiva says: It is permitted to 
give an object to a gentile on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time 
for him to exit the entrance of the Jewish person’s house. What 
the gentile does afterward is irrelevant. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, said: That is the statement of Rabbi Akiva; that is the 
statement of Beit Hillel.” Rabbi Akiva came only to explain the 
statement of Beit Hillel. The tanna whose version of Beit Hillel’s 
statement was: Until he reaches the house adjacent to the wall, held 
that Beit Hillel’s opinion was similar to Beit Shammai’s opinion. 
Rabbi Akiva came to elucidate the actual opinion of Beit Hillel. 


The Sages taught a similar principle in a baraita with regard to an- 
other tannaitic dispute. Beit Shammai say: A person may not sell 
his leaven to a gentile" on Passover eve unless he knows that the 
leaven will be finished before Passover. And Beit Hillel say: As 
long as it is permitted for the Jew to eat leaven, it is also permitted 
for him to sell it to a gentile. The Jew ceases to be responsible for 
the leaven sold to a gentile from the moment it is sold. And Rabbi 
Yehuda says: 


in a prohibited manner, they are prohibited at the conclusion 
of Shabbat for a time sufficient for them to be roasted (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:9,16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 254:2-3). 


A person may not sell his object to a gentile, etc. — via x 
nD) nb i¥am DIK: One may only lend, sell, or make a gift of an 
object to a gentile on Shabbat eve at nightfall if there remains 
sufficient time for the gentile to carry it out of the Jew’s house 
while it is still day, as per the opinion of Beit Hillel according to 


Rabbi Akiva. In a walled city, it is permitted in times of need 
even if sufficient time does not remain (Taz; Magen Avraham; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 246:2). 


A person may not sell his leaven to a gentile, etc. - sia x 
^D nb §yran DTN: As long as one is permitted to eat leaven, he 
may certainly sell it to a gentile, as per the opinion of Beit Hillel 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 3:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 44311). 
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With regard to Babylonian kutah,’ a spice that contains leavened bread 
crumbs, and all kinds of kutah, it is prohibited to sell it to a gentile 
thirty days before Passover. Because kutah is used exclusively as a spice, 
it lasts longer than other foods. 


The Sages taught in a different baraita: One may, ab initio, put food 
before the dog" in the courtyard on Shabbat, and we are not concerned 
that the dog may lift it and carry it out to the public domain. If the dog 
lifted it and exited the courtyard, one need not attend to him, as he is 
not required to ensure that the dog will eat it specifically in that court- 
yard. 


On a similar note, the baraita continued: One may place food before 
the gentile" in the courtyard on Shabbat. If the gentile lifted it and 
exited, one need not attend to him. The Gemara asks: Why do I need 
this as well? This case is the same as that case. The halakhot with regard 
to the dog and the gentile are identical, as Shabbat prohibitions do not 
apply to either of them. The Gemara answers: There is a distinction. 
Lest you say that in this case, the case of the dog, responsibility for its 
food is incumbent upon the owner of the courtyard who owns the dog. 
And in this case, the case of the gentile, responsibility for his food is not 
incumbent upon the owner of the courtyard. Therefore, in a situation 
where there is concern that Shabbat will be desecrated, there is room 
to say that one may not give the gentile his food. Therefore, the baraita 
teaches us that in that case, it is also permitted. 


The Sages taught in a Tosefta: A person may not rent his utensils to a 
gentile on Shabbat eve, as it appears that the Jew is receiving payment 
for work performed on Shabbat. However, on the fourth and on the 
fifth days of the week it is permitted. On a similar note, one may not 
send letters in the hand of a gentile on Shabbat eve. However, on the 
fourth and on the fifth days of the week it is permitted. Nevertheless, 
they said about Rabbi Yosei the priest, and some say that they said 
this about Rabbi Yosei the Hasid, that a document in his handwriting 
was never found in the hand of a gentile, so that a gentile would not 
carry his letter on Shabbat. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not send a letter in the hand 
ofa gentile" on Shabbat eve unless he stipulates a set sum of money 
for him. In that case, anything the gentile does with this letter is not in 
service of the Jew, but rather on his own, since his payment is stipulated 
in advance. Beit Shammai say: One may only give a letter to a gentile 
on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time for the gentile to reach his 
house before dark. And Beit Hillel say: If there is sufficient time for 
him to reach the house adjacent to the wall of the city to which he was 
sent. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t he stipulate a set price? What difference does 

it make whether he reaches the city on Shabbat eve or on Shabbat? Rav 
Sheshet said, the baraita is saying as follows: And if he did not stipu- 
late a set price for the task, Beit Shammai say: One may only give a 

letter to a gentile on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time for the gentile 

to reach his house before dark. And Beit Hillel say: If there is sufficient 

time for him to reach the house adjacent to the wall of the city to 

which he was sent. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t you say in the first clause of the baraita, that 
one may not send a letter unless he stipulated a set price? Without 
stipulating a set price, one may not send a letter at all. The Gemara an- 
swers: This is not difficult, as it is possible to explain that this, where 
we learned that one is permitted to give a letter to a gentile on Shabbat 
eve even if he did not stipulate a set price, is in a case where the house 
of the mail carrier [bei doar] is permanently located in the city. And 
this, where it is permitted to give a letter to a gentile only if he stipu- 
lated a set price, is in a case where the house of the mail carrier is not 
permanently located in the city. 


BACKGROUND 


Babylonian kutah - aan mma: Kutah was made from 
milk, water, salt, and bread crumbs and was very SOUT. 
Because of its sharp taste, kutah was used mainly as a 
condiment. As a result, it kept for a long time. Kutah 
was a typical Babylonian food, and many of the people 
of Eretz Yisrael could not accustom themselves to its 
taste. Even those who did continued to call it Baby- 
lonian kutah. 


NOTES 


One may put food before the dog - 23 niim panid 
saben: Some say that one may give food even to a dog 
that does not belong to the homeowner, as it was al- 
ready stated: “To the dog you should throw it” (Exodus 
22:30). The Sages said that this is a reward for: “No dog 
shall whet its tongue” (Exodus 11:7; Meiri) during the 
Plague of the Firstborn. The Gemara explains why the 
statement with regard to the gentile was necessary, but 
does not explain why it would not have been sufficient 
to state the halakha with regard to the gentile and 
derive from it the ruling with regard to the dog. The 
explanation is that since the dog belongs to him, there 
was room to conjecture that he must prevent it from 
performing prohibited labor on Shabbat based on the 
obligation to rest one’s animals, which does not apply 
to a gentile (Rav Elazar Moshe Horovitz). 


HALAKHA 


One may put food before the dog in the courtyard... 
before the gentile - »99...1yma 2737297 nisin pana 
risit: One may place food in the courtyard on Shabbat 
for a gentile or for a dog to eat. If the gentile picks up 
the food and leaves the courtyard, the Jew need not 
react. However, one may not give the gentile objects, 
as that would appear to be a business transaction. This 
is only permitted in exigent circumstances or for the 
purpose of fulfilling a mitzva (Beer Heitev, Shulhan Arukh 
HaRav; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:21; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 325:1). 


One may not send a letter in the hand of a gentile — 
a Da MK pnw px: If a Jew set a price in advance 
for a gentile to deliver a letter, the Jew may give the 
letter to the gentile on Shabbat eve at nightfall. In a 
case where he did not set a price in advance, if the 
house of the mail carrier is permanently located in the 
city, the Jew may give him a letter even just before 
dark. However, when the house of the mail carrier is 
not permanently located in the city, he may not send a 
letter with the gentile even on Sunday. There are those 
who permit doing so when the letter's destination is 
nearby (Magen Avraham). This halakha is in accordance 
with the version of the text that completely prohibits 
sending a letter. Others permit sending a letter with a 
gentile on Wednesday and Thursday, based on our ver- 
sion of the Gemara (Rema; Magen Avraham). In exigent 
circumstances, one may rely on that opinion and send 
a letter with a gentile (Rema; Shulhan Arukh HaRav; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:20; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 247:1). 


LANGUAGE 
House of the mail carrier [bei doar] - 717 +3: The 
origin of the word doar, mail, is from the Semitic root 
dvr, which incidentally appears in Arabic as dawr, )99. 
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NOTES 

One may not set sail on a ship - 7»5Da pron px: Many 
reasons were given for the prohibition to sail on a ship. Some 
explained that it refers specifically to a ship that passes 
hrough water less than ten handbreadths deep, as then it 
is considered that one went beyond the Shabbat boundary. 
However, in the Mediterranean Sea and similar bodies of wa- 
er, it is permitted (Rabbeinu Hananel). From the Jerusalem 
Talmud and other sources, this does not seem to be the case. 
Others said that there is a prohibition to sail on Shabbat (To- 
safot). Based on the context, there were those who explained 
hat the three days before Shabbat are already considered 
as if it is just before Shabbat. One knows ahead of time that 
ona ship and in laying siege to a city a dangerous situation 
might arise, which will force him to suspend Shabbat to 
save a life. Therefore, the Sages prohibited sailing three days 
before Shabbat for any purpose other than performing a 
mitzva (Ra’avad; Ran). Others explained that this is because 
traveling at sea is difficult, and one who boarded a ship 
fewer than three days before Shabbat suffers from motion 
sickness and will not experience the enjoyment of Shabbat 
at all. Therefore, he must leave earlier (Rif; Rosh). 


He must stipulate with the gentile ship captain on the 
condition that he rests, and he does not rest — iy Poin 
naw ivy) nia nia by: The Sages already established 
that a Jew need not even attempt to have a ship captained 
by a gentile rest on Shabbat. The reason for the stipulation 
is due to deference toward Heaven, so that the gentile will 
not think that Jews are indifferent to the sanctity of Shab- 
bat (geonim). 


The Sages already preceded you — j237 33117 123: With this 
story, the Talmud sought to underscore that Torah scholars, 
who do not normally deal with mundane matters and are 
steeped in their studies, are able to derive from the Torah 
how to conduct themselves in worldly matters like all men 
of action (HaBoneh). 


BACKGROUND 

Beams of the olive press - 137 Ma Nivp: In this picture, the 
olives, in baskets, are placed on a slightly elevated surface. 
A long beam, one end of which is set in a hole in the wall, is 
placed on the baskets. Weights or large rocks are attached 
to the end of the beam placed on the baskets, weighing it 
down and pressing the olives. In this way, oil was squeezed 
into containers prepared for this purpose. 


Ancient olive press in Tel Hatzor 
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One may not set sail on a ship fewer than three days before 
Shabbat — naw) otip ov mwhwn ning TYDI PVY pr: 
One who sails for a non-mitzva matter is not permitted to set 
out on his voyage fewer than three days before Shabbat. The 
Sages disagreed with regard to Wednesday. Some ruled that it is 
permitted (Jerusalem Talmud; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rosh; Tosafot; 
Vilna Gaon) and some ruled that it is prohibited (Ran; Rabbeinu 
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HALAKHA 


The Sages taught: One may not set sail on a ship" fewer than three 
days before Shabbat," to avoid appearances that the Jew is perform- 
ing a prohibited labor on Shabbat. In what case is this statement 
said? In a case where he set sail for a voluntary matter; however, 
if he sailed for a matter involving a mitzva, he may well do so. And, 
even then, he must stipulate with the gentile ship captain that this 
is on the condition that he rests, i.e., stops the ship, and even if the 
gentile does not rest. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: He need 
not stipulate. And sailing on a ship that is traveling from Tyre to 
Sidon, a short journey by sea, is permitted even on Shabbat eve. 


The Sages taught in a Tosefta: One may not lay siege to cities of 
gentiles" fewer than three days before Shabbat, to avoid the need 

to desecrate Shabbat in establishing the siege. And if they already 

began establishing the siege fewer than three days before Shabbat, 
they need not stop all war-related actions even on Shabbat. And so 

Shammai would say: From that which is written: “And you should 

build a siege against the city that is waging war with you until it falls” 
(Deuteronomy 20:20), it is derived that the siege should be sus- 
tained “until it falls” Consequently, the siege must continue even 

on Shabbat. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: 
The ancestral house of my father, the dynasty of Nesi’im from the 
house of Hillel, was accustomed to give its white clothes to a gentile 
launderer no fewer than three days before Shabbat. It was taught in 
the Tosefta that Rabbi Tzadok said: This was the custom of the 
house of Rabban Gamliel: They would give white clothes to the 
gentile launderer three days before Shabbat, and they would give 
him colored clothes even on Shabbat eve. The Gemara comments: 
And from their statement we learned that white garments are 
more difficult to launder than colored ones, as in white garments 
every stain is more conspicuous. 


On a related note, the Gemara relates that Abaye gave this dyed 
garment to the launderer. Abaye said to the launderer: How much 
do you want as payment to wash it? The launderer said to Abaye: 
Same as for a white garment. Abaye said to him: You cannot de- 
ceive me in this matter, as the Sages already preceded you," as it 
was taught in the baraita which garment is more difficult to wash. 
On this topic, Abaye said: One who gives clothing to the laun- 
derer, he should give it to him by measure and he should take it 
back from him by measure. In that way, if it is longer, it is an indi- 
cation that the launderer caused him a loss because he stretched 
the garment. And if it is shorter, he certainly caused him a loss 
because he shrunk it. 


We learned in the mishna that these, Beit Shammai, and those, Beit 

Hillel, agree that one may load the beam of the olive press and the 

circular wine press. The Gemara asks: What is different about all 

of the cases in the mishna, where Beit Shammai issued a decree 

prohibiting them, and what is different about the beams of the 

olive press’ and the circular wine press that Beit Shammai did not 

issue a decree prohibiting them? The Gemara answers: Those 

cases, where if he performed them on Shabbat he is rendered li- 
able to bring a sin-offering, Beit Shammai issued a decree prohib- 
iting them on Shabbat eve at nightfall. However, in the cases of the 

beams of the olive press and the circular wine press, where even 

if he performed them on Shabbat he is not rendered liable to 

bring a sin-offering, Beit Shammai did not issue a decree. 


Zerahya HaLevi; Magen Avraham; Taz). For the purpose of a 
mitzva, he may even depart right before Shabbat. For a brief 
journey of up to one day, one is permitted to sail even on Friday 


morning, but no later, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ze- 


manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 248:1). 


One may not lay siege to cities of gentiles, etc. — by Pw ps 


^D maby niwy: When initiating an optional war with a siege 
of cities of gentiles, it must be initiated three days before Shab- 
bat. Once the siege has begun, it is not suspended on Shabbat 
even in an optional war and, needless to say, in a mandatory 
war. In a mandatory war, one may even initiate the siege on 
Shabbat (Tur based on the Jerusalem Talmud; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:25, 30:13; Tur, Orah Hayyim 249). 
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The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who holds that anything that 
comes on its own, and not as the result of an action, it may well be 
done on Shabbat? Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: It is the opinion 
of Rabbi Yishmael, as we learned in a mishna: With regard to the 
garlic and the unripe grapes, and the stalks of wheat that he 
crushed while it was still day, Rabbi Yishmael says: He may 
continue tending to them and finish after it gets dark, as after the 
crushing is completed these items are placed beneath a weight, so 
that the liquids will continue to seep out. And Rabbi Akiva says: 


He may not finish. And the amora Rabbi Elazar said: Our mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar’ the tanna. As 
we learned in a mishna: With regard to honeycombs that he 
crushed on Shabbat eve" and the honey came out on its own on 
Shabbat day, itis prohibited to eat the honey, like anything that was 
prepared on Shabbat. And Rabbi Elazar permits eating it on 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, what is the reason 
he did not say in accordance with the explanation of Rabbi Elazar? 
Apparently, Rabbi Elazar’s explanation in the mishna is more ac- 
curate. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yosei could have said to you 
that there, in the case of the honeycombs, it is food from the begin- 
ning and it is food at the end, as honey is considered food. There- 
fore, there was no squeezing of liquid from food at all. However, 
here, in all of the cases in the mishna, from the beginning they were 
food and now they became liquid, and that is the definition of 
squeezing. And Rabbi Elazar could have said to you in response to 
this assertion: We heard that Rabbi Elazar permitted olives and 
grapes as well. As when Rav Hoshaya from Neharde’a came, he 
came and brought a baraita with him, in which it was taught: 
Olives and grapes that he crushed from Shabbat eve and the liq- 
uids seeped out on their own, the liquids are prohibited. Rabbi 
Elazar and Rabbi Shimon permit those liquids. The Gemara an- 
swers that Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Hanina did not know this barai- 
ta" 


On the other hand, the Gemara asks: And Rabbi Elazar, what is 
the reason he did not say in accordance with the explanation of 
Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, that our mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar 
could have said to you: Wasn't it stated that Rava bar Hanina said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: Here it is referring to items that lack 
grinding," i.e., when the garlic and the unripe grapes were not 
ground in a pestle at all, everyone agrees that it is prohibited to place 
them in a manner that causes their liquids to come out on their own 
on Shabbat. The case where they disagreed was where they were 
already completely ground, but they were still lacking additional 
pounding; and these cases in our mishna are also considered as 
if they were lacking grinding. The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yosei 
bar Hanina issued a practical ruling in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yishmael, and permitted a person to finish tending to 
them even after dark. 


Rabbi Elazar — awhy vat: This is Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua, a 


PERSONALITIES 


HALAKHA 

The garlic and the unripe grapes and the stalks that he 
crushed while it was still day - nibham piam nwa 
BY Tiyan {po Ww: If the weighted beam of the olive press 
was placed on the olives on Shabbat eve while it is still day, it 
is permitted to leave the olives in the press on Shabbat, and 
after Shabbat he may use the oil that was squeezed from 
them on Shabbat. Similarly, in the case of garlic and unripe 
grapes that were crushed while it is still day, the liquids that 
continue to seep out of them on Shabbat are permitted, as 
per the Gemara, which ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
21:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:5). 


NOTES §=—W—¥—___—_—_- 
Honeycombs that he crushed on Shabbat eve - wa nbn 
Naw awa pW: A honeycomb is a mass of hexagonal wax 
cells built by honey bees in their nests to contain their larvae 
and stores of honey and pollen. Beekeepers often remove 
the entire honeycomb to harvest honey. 


Honeycomb 


Did not know this baraita - = yw xb "Ta: Since there 
were numerous anthologies of baraitot, as well as the oral 
traditions that were preserved in isolated places and by specific 
Sages, it was not uncommon that even the greatest Sages were 
not familiar with all of the baraitot relating to a particular topic. 
On the other hand, it was extremely rare for one of the Sages 
of the Talmud to forget a matter written explicitly in a mishna. 


HALAKHA 

Items that lack grinding — 7397 premna: Garlic, unripe 
grapes, and the like that were “crushed on Shabbat eve, if 
they were not ground sufficiently to cause the liquids to seep 
out, it is prohibited to grind them on Shabbat. If they are 
sufficiently ground but still lack pounding, it is permitted to 
grind them, in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Yosei son 
of Rabbi Hanina and according to Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 321:19). 


many students studied with him. Among his main students was 


tanna in the generation prior to the redaction of the Mishna. 
Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua, a priest, was among the greatest of 

Rabbi Akiva’s students. In the years following the persecution in 

the wake of the failure of bar Kokheva's rebellion, Rabbi Elazar was 


among the leaders of the generation. Despite the dire situation, 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna. 


Not many of Rabbi Elazar’s halakhot are cited in the Mishna; 
however, he was very significant in the eyes of the Sages of the 
following generations. The amora Rav referred to him as the 
happiest of the Sages, and Rabbi Yohanan said of him: The hearts 


of the early Sages were like the entrance hall to the Sanctuary. 


In the Mishna and in baraitot, he is called simply Rabbi Elazar. 

Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua lived a long life, and according 
to one tradition he was a hundred and five years old when 
he was killed. He is listed among the ten martyrs murdered 
by the Romans. 
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NOTES 

Oil of olive pressers — 113 bw yaw: According to 
many commentaries, this refers to the additional oil 
hat drips from the olives under the beam of the olive 
press on Shabbat. This oil was prohibited as it is an ob- 
ject that came into being, i.e., assumed its present form, 
on Shabbat [nolad], which by definition was set aside 
rom use on Shabbat and the Festivals. According to this 
explanation, the connection between this problem and 
he previous matter is clear. Previously, the additional 
oil from the olive press was discussed in connection to 
he actual prohibited labor, and here the discussion is 
whether one is permitted to eat it and move it (Rab- 
beinu Hananel, Josafot; Rashba; and others). 


In the place of Rav - 377 mmya: In general, all of 
Jewish Babylonia was divided into the place of Rav, un- 
der Rav’s jurisdiction, and the place of Shmuel, under 
Shmuel's jurisdiction. This division remained intact, de- 
spite many changes affecting different aspects of the 
situation, until the period of the geonim. As long as the 
yeshiva of Sura and the yeshiva of Pumbedita were in 
existence, each had a defined sphere of authority and 
influence. With regard to halakhic rulings, in an area 
where a certain custom prevailed by the authority of 
the Sage who instituted that custom, it was inappro- 
priate to publicize an opinion that was contrary to that 
Sage's opinion. That was the case even if his halakhic 
opinion in the matter was not the accepted one. Resi- 
dents in that Sage’s sphere of influence were obligated 
to follow him in all matters, even if his halakhic opinion 
was not universally accepted by the other Sages. 


And one may kindle the fire in the bonfire of the 
Chamber of the Hearth — NYT VKI NY pra 
“pian ma: The Chamber of the Hearth was one of the 
chambers of the Temple in which there was a bonfire 
to warm the priests. Since the priests worked barefoot, 
wore light clothing, no additional layers of clothing 
could be added, and the Temple was mostly without a 
roof, leaving them exposed to rain and wind, the priests 
would avail themselves of this chamber to warm them- 
selves. Although this was not part of the Temple service, 
it was part of the arrangements for the benefit of the 
priests. At the same time, there is the principle that 
rabbinic decrees were not implemented in the Temple, 
and the Temple area was governed exclusively by Torah 
law, without additional rabbinic restrictions and fences. 


BACKGROUND 

The Chamber of the Hearth - “pian ma: The Chamber 
of the Hearth was a large room along the northern wall 
of the Temple courtyard. Half of it was in the courtyard 
and half was considered to be outside the Temple. The 
Chamber of the Hearth was built with a dome and had 
a great bonfire for the purpose of warming the priests 
returning from service or emerging from immersion. 
The priests slept in the Chamber of the Hearth at night. 
In the corners of the room were four small chambers 
that served various purposes. The Chamber of the 
Hearth was also the place in which they kept the keys 
of the Temple, and a priestly watch was assigned to the 
chamber each night. 
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Since the Gemara raised issues related to the olive press, it cites other 
connected matters: Oil of olive pressers™ and mats of olive pressers, 
which they use in their work, Rav prohibited moving them on Shabbat 
since they are set aside for a specific purpose," and it is prohibited to 
move an item set aside and designated for a defined purpose on Shabbat. 
And Shmuel permitted doing so, as according to Shmuel, the legal 
status of set-aside [muktze] does not apply in most cases. Along the 
same lines, they disagreed with regard to those mats used to cover 
merchandise transported on a ship. Rav prohibited using them be- 
cause they are set aside and Shmuel permitted using them. Similarly, 
Rav Nahman said: A goat raised for its milk, and a ewe that is raised 
for shearing its wool, and a chicken raised for its egg," and oxen used 
for plowing, all of which are designated for purposes other than eating, 
as well as dates used for commerce; in all of these Rav prohibited 
using them for food, or slaughtering them even on a Festival due to the 
prohibition of set-aside. The reason for this is that during the day, before 
Shabbat, he had no intention of eating them, as he set them aside for a 
different purpose. And Shmuel said: They are permitted, as in his 
opinion there is no prohibition of set-aside. The Gemara comments that 
they disagree in the dispute of the tanna’im Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Shimon with regard to the issue of muktze. 


The Gemara relates: There was this student who issued a ruling in the 
city of Harta De’argiz that items that are set aside are permitted, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and Rav Hamnuna 
excommunicated him. The Gemara asks: Don’t we hold that the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? Why, then, 
did Rav Hamnuna excommunicate him? The Gemara answers: This 
incident was in the place of Rav" and the student should not have done 
this; even if the accepted ruling is lenient, the city was under Rav’s ju- 
risdiction, and the student's public ruling, contrary to Rav’s opinion, 
was a blatant display of disrespect. Incidentally, the Gemara relates a 
story involving these two students: One would rescue from a fire with 
one vessel and one would rescue with four and five vessels, as it is 
permitted to rescue one’s belongings from a fire on Shabbat. They dis- 
agreed with regard to whether it is preferable to carry just one vessel 
and go back and forth several times, or to carry several vessels and go 
back and forth fewer times. And they disagree with regard to the same 
issue that was the subject of the dispute of Rabba bar Zavda and Rav 
Huna elsewhere. 
MI S HN A This mishna enumerates actions that may only 
be performed on Shabbat eve if the prohibited 
labor will be totally or mostly completed while it is still day. One may 
only roast meat, an onion, or an egg if there remains sufficient time 
so that they could be roasted while it is still day. One may only place 
dough to bake into bread in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall," and 
may only place a cake on the coals, if there is time enough that the 
surface of this cake or bread will form a crust while it is still day. 
Rabbi Eliezer says: Enough time so that its bottom crust should 
harden, which takes less time. However in a case that is an exception, 
one may, ab initio, lower the Paschal lamb into the oven on Shabbat 
eve at nightfall, so that its roasting is completed on Shabbat if Passover 
eve coincides with Shabbat eve. And one may, ab initio, kindle the fire 
in the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth" in the Temple on Shab- 
bat eve, adjacent to the start of Shabbat, and allow the fire to spread 
afterward throughout all the wood in the bonfire. 


HALAKHA 


Oil of olive pressers — p113 bw yaw: Oil that emerges from 
under the beam of the olive press on Shabbat is permitted, as 
per the explanation of the Rif. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:14). 


Carrying vessels that he is careful about - vapnw ods bby 
op: It is prohibited to move a vessel or tool that one values 
to the extent that he is careful not to damage it through use. 
This is similar to the legal status of items that are set-aside due 
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to financial loss, as per the ruling of Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 308:1). 

A goat for its milk, and a ewe for shearing its wool, and 
a chicken for its egg, etc. — ninm anys Son aan w 
3) ang: Any detached food that is fit for consumption does 
not have set-aside status on Shabbat, even if it were set aside 
for sale, as per the opinions of Rabbi Shimon and Shmuel and 
the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 26:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 310:2). 


One may only place dough to bake into bread in the oven 


on Shabbat eve at nightfall - mawn oy wyna pania pg: One 
may only place bread in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall 
if the side of the loaf stuck to the oven forms a crust. Once the 
crust was formed, he may leave it there, even after Shabbat 
begins. The later commentaries agreed that it does not matter 
on which side the crust is formed, and it is permitted even if it 
formed on the side facing the fire. The bread is considered to 
have formed a crust when strings of dough no longer protrude 
from the loaf (see tractate Menahot 78b; Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:5). 
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And, however, in the outlying areas, meaning in all of Eretz 
Yisrael outside the Temple, it is prohibited to light a bonfire 
on Shabbat eve, unless there is sufficient time for the fire to 
take hold in most of the bonfire, while it is still day. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: With a bonfire of coals, even in the outlying 
areas one is permitted to light the fire on Shabbat eve at night- 
fall, even if the fire only spread to any amount" of the bonfire. 
The coals, once they are kindled, will not be extinguished 
again, and there is no concern lest he come to tend to them 


on Shabbat. 
G E M A We learned in the mishna that one 
may only roast meat and other food 
items if there remains sufficient time so that they could be 
roasted while it is still day. The Gemara asks: And how much 
do they need to be roasted in order to be considered sufficient, 
so that it will be permitted to complete their cooking after- 
ward? Rabbi Elazar said that Rav said: So that they will be 
roasted while it is still day like the food of ben Drosai,"# 
which was partially roasted. Ben Drosai was a robber and 
pursued by all. He could not wait for his food to roast com- 
pletely, so he sufficed with a partial roasting. It was also stated 
by another of the Sages, as Rav Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Anything that is already cooked like the food of ben 
Drosai by a Jew, no longer has a problem of the cooking of 
gentiles.™" Ifa gentile completed cooking this food, it is, nev- 
ertheless, permitted to eat, even though, as a rule, it is prohib- 
ited to eat food cooked by gentiles. It was taught in a baraita, 
Hananya says: With regard to anything that is already cooked 
like the food of ben Drosai, it is permitted to keep it on the 
stove on Shabbat and even though this stove is not swept of 
coals and the burning coals are not covered with ashes. Since 
the food was already cooked to that extent, there is no concern 
that he will come to stoke the coals. 


We learned in the mishna that one may only place bread in 
the oven? on Shabbat eve at nightfall if there remains sufficient 
time for its surface to form a crust while it is still day. Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Eliezer, it is permitted to place bread in the oven 
on Shabbat eve while it is still day ifthere remains enough time 
for a crust to form on its bottom side. A dilemma was raised 
before them: With regard to the bottom mentioned in the 
mishna, is it that side close to the oven, or perhaps is it the 
bottom that is close to the fire? Come and hear a resolution 
to this dilemma from what was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Eliezer says explicitly: So that its surface that is stuck to the 
oven will form a crust." 


PERSONALITIES 

Ben Drosai - NDINA 3: Ben Drosai, mentioned here, is the name, or 
nickname of a man who lived in Eretz Yisrael; he was a contemporary 
of the amora Rabbi Yohanan. Ben Drosai was involved in various 
shady dealings. Nevertheless, apparently ben Drosai was known to 
the Sages and used to obey them in ritual matters. Since they were 
familiar with him, they cite him as an example of a person who eats 
partially cooked food. 


NOTES 
Of the cooking of gentiles - mià bwa ow»: The main discussion 
of this halakha is in tractate Avoda Zara. The essence of the halakha 
is the prohibition of eating food that was cooked by a gentile. The 
reason for this prohibition is the concern that one may eat prohib- 
ited foods, as well as the desire to separate Jews from gentiles. This 
does not apply to all foods; cooked foods that could be eaten un- 
cooked and insignificant foods were not included in this prohibition. 


BACKGROUND 
Bread in the oven - 71312 M5: The ovens in those days were made 
of earthenware. The oven was ignited from below and through a 
special opening they would stick the dough to the sides of the oven 
for baking. In this method of baking, it is difficult to define which 
side is considered the bottom of the bread. 


Oven with bread stuck to its sides 


HALAKHA 


With coals of any amount - xinw bs pana: Some authori- 
ties ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that 
there is no need to ignite most of the coals before Shabbat 
while it is still day, as they held that he did not disagree with 
the opinion of the first tanna (Tur, Rabbeinu Yeruham). Others 
differ (Beit Yosef. Taz; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1-2). 


Like the food of ben Drosai — *xDi"7 ja bows: On Shabbat, it 
is permitted to leave on the fire food that was cooked while it 
was still day to the extent of the food of ben Drosai. Opinions 
differed with regard to the degree that the food of ben Drosai 
was cooked. Some ruled that it is half-cooked (Rambam). Oth- 
ers ruled that it is one-third cooked (Rashi). On Shabbat, the rul- 


ing is stringent in accordance with the opinion of the Rambam 
(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:16, 
9:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:2). 


Like the food of ben Drosai no longer has a problem of the 
cooking of gentiles — mia $a own ia px MINT Ja DoNNDD: 
The situation discussed is one where a Jew placed a pot on the 
fire to cook its contents and then it was removed from the fire 
by a Jew ora gentile, only to be subsequently replaced on the 
fire by a gentile. It is permitted to eat the food and it does not 
have the legal status of food cooked by a gentile as long as it 
had already been cooked like the food of ben Drosai before 
he removed it from the fire, even though it was a gentile who 


completed the cooking. If it had not been cooked to that extent, 
the food is prohibited (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 113:8). 


So that its surface. ..will form a crust — 7°39 way: One may 
only place bread in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall if the 
side of the loaf stuck to the oven forms a crust. Once the crust 
was formed, he may leave it there even after Shabbat begins, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer as the discussion 
in the Gemara was according to his opinion (Taz; Vilna Gaon; 
Shulhan Arukh HaRav). Others were stringent with regard to a 
pie and required that a crust be formed on both sides (Rema). 
Others were equally stringent with bread (Shulhan Arukh HaRav; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 254:5). 
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HALAKHA 

One may lower the Paschal lamb — ny pwen 
nda: One is permitted to leave a whole lamb that 
was placed in the oven on Shabbat eve before night- 
fall, in the oven on Shabbat if the oven was sealed 
with clay. If it was not sealed with clay, it is prohibited, 
as per the conclusion of the Gemara. However, in the 
case of the Paschal sacrifice, it is permitted under all 
circumstances, since the people of the group are vigi- 
lant (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:15). 


And one may light the fire - VKI NY ppr: In the 
Temple, it was permitted to light the wood of the fire 
in the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth before 
Shabbat, and there was no room for concern that 
they might stoke the coals, since the priests are vigi- 
lant (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:20). 


Bonfire in the outlying areas — pana TPT: It is 
permitted to leave a bonfire to burn on its own on 
Shabbat when most of its fuel was already ignited 
on Shabbat eve at nightfall, in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel, as there is a baraita that supports 
his opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1; Vilna Gaon). 
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NOTES 


We learned in the mishna that one may lower the Paschal lamb" into 
the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall. The Gemara explains: What is the 
reason that this was permitted? Because the people of the group who 
registered to be counted together for the offering and eating of the Pas- 
chal lamb are vigilant in the performance of mitzvot and they will not 
transgress the halakhot of Shabbat. The Gemara asks: And if that was not 
so, there would not be permission to do so? Didn’t the Master say: The 
meat of a kid, whether it is in an oven that is sealed or whether it is in 
one that is not sealed, everyone agrees that he may well place it in the 
oven at nightfall because taking it out of the oven harms it, and there is 
no room for concern that he will do so? Ifso, there is no room for concern 
with regard to the meat of the Paschal lamb, which must be either a goat 
ora lamb (Exodus 12:5). The Gemara answers: In any case, it is necessary 
to emphasize the vigilance of the members of the group, as there, where 
it was permitted, it was specifically in a case that the goat was cut into 
pieces. However, here, with regard to the Paschal lamb, the goat is not 
cut into pieces. It is roasted whole, in accordance with the halakhot of 
the Paschal lamb. Consequently, it does not roast quickly, and there is 
room for concern lest he stoke the coals in order to accelerate the roast- 
ing. However, since the members of the group are vigilant, the Sages 
permitted it. 


We learned the following in the mishna: And one may light the fire" in 
the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth in the Temple on Shabbat eve 

adjacent to nightfall and allow the fire to spread afterward throughout the 

entire bonfire. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters that 
doing so is permitted, derived? Rav Huna said, as it is stated: “You shall 

kindle no fire in all of your habitations on the day of Shabbat” (Exodus 

35:3). The Gemara infers: “In all of your habitations,” the dwelling plac- 
es of the Jewish people, you may not kindle fire, but you may kindle fire 

on Shabbat in the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth, which is in the 

Temple. Rav Hisda objects: If so, if that is the source for the fact that 
kindling the fire is permitted on Shabbat eve at nightfall, it should also be 

permitted to kindle it even on Shabbat itself. Why kindle the fire while 

it is still day? Rather, Rav Hisda said, it should be understood as follows: 
When the verse came, it came to permit burning the limbs and fats" of 
the sacrifices on the altar, even on Shabbat. Lighting the bonfire of the 

Chamber of the Hearth was not permitted on Shabbat itself, since it is not 
part of the Temple service. It was kindled merely for the benefit of the 

priests. The fact that there was no concern about lighting the bonfire on 

Shabbat eve at nightfall is because the priests are vigilant with regard to 

mitzvot, and they will certainly not come to stoke the coals. 


We also learned in the mishna that in the outlying areas" one may not 
light a bonfire on Shabbat eve at nightfall unless there is sufficient time 
for the fire to take hold in most of the bonfire. The Gemara asks about 
this: What is meant by the measure of most of it? Rav said: Most of each 
and every one of the branches. And Shmuel said: It is sufficient if the 
branches are sufficiently lit so that they will not say to each other: Bring 
thinner branches," which are easier to kindle, and we will place them 
beneath the existing branches to accelerate their burning. Rav Hiyya 
taught a baraita to support Shmuel, from a halakha that was stated with 
regard to the Temple candelabrum. The baraita said that it must be lit to 
the point that the flame will ascend on its own and not that the flame 
will ascend due to something else. In a place where kindling is required, 
it is sufficient to ensure that the fire burns on its own (Tosafot). 


It came to permit limbs and fats - 097751 D2% wd 
OKT NIT: It is clear from the Torah that there are offerings 
sacrificed on Shabbat itself to which the prohibitions of 
Shabbat, i.e., slaughtering the offering, preparing it for sacrifice, 
and kindling the fire on the altar, do not apply at all. How- 
ever, there were tasks in the Temple that were not part of the 
daily service and could be postponed. A primary example is 
the burning of the limbs and fats. Frequently, there was not 
enough time to burn the limbs and fats of the Friday sacrifices 
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prior to Shabbat. Since these limbs remained on the altar, a 
verse was necessary to explicitly permit their burning even on 
Shabbat, since the burning of the limbs on the altar was also 
part of the service of the Temple. However, with regard to other 


parts of the Temple service, only rabbinic decrees did not apply. 


Torah prohibitions were in effect. 


Most of each and every one...so that they will not say: 
Bring branches, etc. - 1AN? Xow 112...178) IM b> ah 


1D) D¥Y KIT: Rav's interpretation of the mishna is clear. 
He says that the phrase: For the fire to take hold in most of 
the bonfire, refers to each individual branch. On the other 
hand, Shmuel’s opinion requires an explanation. He ex- 
plains that the term most of the bonfire does not mean a 
majority here, but it means “a lot [rov] as in the verse: “Ac- 
cording to the multitude [rov] of the years” (Leviticus 25:16). 
A large fire is one that burns untended (Rav Elazar Moshe 
Horovitz). 
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To this point, the Gemara was discussing a bonfire. However, 
the Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard to a single 
branch" that one kindles on Shabbat eve? Rav said: Most of 
the thickness of the wood must ignite while it is still day, before 
Shabbat. Others say the same halakha in the name of Rav: Most 
of the circumference of the wood must ignite while it is still day, 
before Shabbat. Rav Pappa said: Since there is disagreement 
with regard to Rav’s halakha, and it is not clear exactly what he 
said, therefore, we require most of its thickness to ignite and 
we require most of its circumference to ignite; thereby, we 
avoid entering into a situation of uncertainty. The Gemara com- 
ments: This dispute is parallel to the dispute of the tanna’im, 
who disagreed with regard to a different matter. Rabbi Hiyya 
said: A fire is considered to be kindled when the wood will be 
ruined to the extent that it can no longer be used for the work 
of a craftsman. And Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: So that 
the fire will take hold from both sides of the wood. And he 
added: And even though there is no proof for the matter, i.e., 
what constitutes burning as far as Shabbat is concerned, never- 
theless there is an allusion to the matter that wood in this 
condition is considered burnt, as it is stated: “Behold, it is cast 
into the fire for fuel; the fire consumed both of its ends and 
the midst of it is burned. Is it fit for any work?” (Ezekiel 15:4). 


Along the same lines, the Gemara cites a different verse that 
discusses burning fire, as it relates to King Jehoiakim: “And the 
hearth [ah] was burning before him” (Jeremiah 36:22). 
Amora’im disputed the question: What is the ah" mentioned in 
the verse? Rav said that it means willow branch [ahvana]. And 
Shmuel said: It is referring to wood that was lit with ahvana, 
meaning with fraternity [ahva], i.e., that each piece of wood is 
lit from another, even small ones from large ones. The meaning 
of the word ahvana was forgotten; the Gemara relates that this 
man, who said to people in the marketplace: Who wants 
ahvana? And he was found to be selling willow, and therefore, 
the meaning of the word was understood. 


Rav Huna said: Reeds with which he lights a bonfire on Shab- 
bat eve do not require that most of the reeds ignite prior to 
Shabbat, because they burn easily. However, if he tied them 
together into a bundle, the reeds assume the legal status of a 
wooden beam and most of the reeds need to catch fire before 
Shabbat. The same is true with regard to date seeds that he 
kindles. They do not require that most of them catch fire before 
Shabbat, because they burn easily. However, ifhe placed them 
in woven baskets [hotalot],® most of the seeds need to ignite 
before Shabbat. Rav Hisda strongly objects to this: On the 
contrary, the opposite makes sense, as reeds are scattered and 
difficult to burn. When they are bundled, they are not scat- 
tered, and therefore burn more easily. Similarly, seeds are scat- 
tered. And if he placed them in woven baskets, they are not 
scattered. It was also stated 


on a similar note, Rav Kahana said: Reeds that one tied them 
into a bundle, require that most of them ignite. If one did not 
tie them into a bundle, they do not require that most of them 
ignite, in accordance with the statement of Rav Huna. How- 
ever, seeds" require that most of them ignite. And if he placed 
them in woven baskets, they do not require that most of them 
catch fire. 


HALAKHA 
Single branch — pr yy: One who wants to use light a fire for 
Shabbat must light most of the width and most of the circumfer- 
ence of each single piece of wood before Shabbat, as per the 
conclusion of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1). 


NOTES 
What is the ah — nts "x72: Some say that this passage does not 
belong here, but on the next page, where the manner in which 
a willow can be used for burning is discussed (Rav Tzvi Hirsch 
Hayyot). 


BACKGROUND 
Woven baskets [hotalot]- nibnin: The geonim taught that these 
were woven baskets of dried palm leaves, and as a rule, were 
used to hold dates. They also used them to press the dates into 
solid blocks, and store them for the winter. These baskets were 
also used as flowerpots in which plants were temporarily grown. 
Those flowerpots were called parpisai. 


HALAKHA 

Reeds...seeds, etc. — 131 p9y74...0%3p: If reeds and seeds were 
bundled and connected and one wants to light them Shabbat 
eve before nightfall, he must light them in a manner that most 
of them will burn on their own before Shabbat begins. If they 
are not connected, there is no requirement that most of them 
burn before Shabbat. This is based on the variant reading of Rav 
Kahana’s statement in the Rif and the Rambam. Others rule the 
opposite, based on the version of Rav Kahana's statement in the 
Gemara (Rosh; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:21; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:3). 
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HALAKHA 
Bonfires — mitma: It is sufficient to ignite even the slightest 
part of bonfires made of pitch, sulfur, straw, and rakings, as 
well as fat and wax adjacent to Shabbat, according to the 
variant reading of the Rif of the statement of Rav Yosef and 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:22; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Hyssop [zaza] — xt: This word is perhaps related to the 


Middle Persian zaz, meaning grass. According to the geonim, 


zaza means the branch of a tree used for burning. 
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Rav Yosef taught a baraita: Four bonfires" do not require that 
most of the flammable materials catch fire, as their materials burn 
easily once the fire takes hold of them. And they are: A bonfire of 
pitch, and of sulfur, and of dry cheese, and of fatty materials. And 
it was taught in a baraita: A bonfire of straw and one of rakings of 
wood gathered from the field also do not require that most of it 
catch fire. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Babylonian wood does not require that 
most of it catch fire. Rav Yosef the Babylonian objects: What is 
that wood that they use in Babylonia that burns so well? If you say 
that it refers to wood slivers used for burning and light, now that 
with regard to a wick, Ulla said that one who lights it for a Shabbat 
lamp must light most of what emerges from the vessel; is it neces- 
sary to mention with regard to wood slivers that most of them must 
be lit? Rather, Rav Yosef said: Certainly the reference is to the 
branch of a cedar tree. And Rami bar Abba said: The reference 
here is to a hyssop [zaza]. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The talmudic discussions in this chapter encompassed a wide variety of topics, some 
of which were not related to the laws of Shabbat. The main focus of this chapter was 
the explication of two major topics: The halakhot of carrying from one domain to 
another on Shabbat and activities that are permitted or prohibited on Shabbat eve. 


Although the discussion of a significant portion of the halakhot of carrying out will 
not be completed until Chapters 7-10 of this tractate, several select issues were ana- 
lyzed exhaustively in this chapter: The various Shabbat domains and many of the 
rulings and details that pertain to them; halakhic rulings with regard to intermediate 
domains and areas, e.g., holes in a wall adjacent to the public domain; and even expla- 
nations of some of the fundamental principles upon which these halakhot are based. 
Similarly, in this chapter, the parameters of lifting and placing were clearly defined; 
the question oflifting from and placing upon a significant surface was addressed; and 
the definition of what constitutes a significant surface in this regard was discussed. 


Another series of halakhot discussed primarily in this chapter are those governing 
activities from which one must refrain on Shabbat eve. Among these halakhot are 
those that were decreed as safeguards by the Sages, who prohibited performance of 
certain actions on Shabbat eve lest one forget and come to perform a prohibited labor 
on Shabbat itself, e.g., the tailor may not go out with his needle. 


This chapter also contained a significant, fundamental discussion of whether or not 
one is permitted to take action on Shabbat eve that will cause a prohibited labor to 
be performed on Shabbat on its own or by a gentile. In those cases, it is the opinion 
of Beit Shammai that gave extremely limited license to perform those actions, as they 
extended the prohibition to perform a prohibited labor to one’s utensils as well. On 
the other hand, Beit Hillel, whose opinion in this case is the accepted halakha, are 
of the opinion that the prohibitions of Shabbat apply to the person and not to the 
utensils with which the labor is performed. Based upon that principle, automatic 
processes initiated before Shabbat that continue to function on Shabbat itself are 
permitted. In practice, there are many exceptions to this principle, but the basic 
halakha is based upon this foundation. 


Summary of 
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You shall not kindle a fire throughout your settlements 
on the Shabbat day. 


(Exodus 35:3) 


You shall call the Shabbat a delight, the holy of the 
Lord honorable. 


(Isaiah 58:13) 


Delighting in Shabbat is not a mitzva by Torah law, but is first mentioned in the book 
of Isaiah. However, many of the halakhot and customs of Shabbat are based upon 
this mitzva. 


Kindling the Shabbat lights in deference to Shabbat is based on the mitzva of 
delighting in Shabbat, as there can be no delight or enjoyment, even in a festive 
meal, in a house that is dark and bereft of illumination. With the lighting of the Shab- 
bat lights, there is thus an element of delight, as well as deference to Shabbat day. 
However, since there is a strict prohibition against kindling fire or extinguishing it on 
the Shabbat day, special care must be taken to ensure that the kindling of the lights 
on Shabbat eve will not lead to kindling or extinguishing fire once Shabbat begins. 
Therefore, the Sages instituted safeguards and precautions with regard to the various 
substances that may be used in kindling the Shabbat lights as well as with regard to 
the manner in which their light may be utilized on Shabbat eve and on Shabbat day. 


The primary focus of this chapter is the elucidation of the parameters of the prohib- 
ited labors of kindling and extinguishing, along with a discussion of precautionary 
measures enacted to enable use of the light of an oil lamp on Shabbat. 


Other related topics, including the mitzva of the Hanukkah lights, are discussed in 
this chapter. 


Introduction to 
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This mishna cites a list of fuels and wicks that one may 
not use in kindling the Shabbat lights, either because 
their use might induce one to perform a prohibited labor 
on Shabbat or because they are not in keeping with the 
deference due Shabbat. The mishna begins by listing the 
materials that one may not use as wicks. That is followed 
by a list of the substances that one may not use as fuel. 


MI S HN A With what may one light the Shab- 


bat lamp, and with what may one 
not light" it? With regard to types of prohibited wicks," one 
may light neither with cedar bast [lekhesh], nor with un- 
combed flax [hosen], nor with raw silk [kalakh], nor 
with willow bast [petilat ha’idan], nor with desert weed 
[petilat hamidbar], nor with green moss that is on the 
surface of the water. With regard to types of prohibited 
oils," one may light neither with pitch [zefet], nor with wax 
[sha’ava], nor with castor oil [shemen kik], nor with burnt 
oil [shemen sereifa], nor with fat from a sheep’s tail [alya], 
nor with tallow [helev]. Nahum the Mede says: One may 
light with boiled tallow. And the Rabbis say: Both tallow 
that was boiled and tallow that was not boiled, one may 


not light with them. 
GEMA Most of the terms used in the mish- 
na were not understood in Babylo- 
nia. Therefore, the Gemara translated and clarified them. We 
learned in the mishna that one may not light with lekhesh. 
The Gemara explains that lekhesh is the branch of the cedar 
tree. The Gemara asks: Isn’t the cedar mere wood? How 
would one fashion a wick out of wood? The Gemara an- 
swers: The mishna is referring to the woolly substance that 
is beneath its bark. 


The mishna taught further that one may not light with hosen. 
Rav Yosef said: Hosen is tow, thin chaff that falls offthe stalk 
of combed flax." Abaye said to him: Isn’t it written: “And 
the hason shall be as tow” (Isaiah 1:31)? By inference, hosen 
is not tow. Rather, Abaye said: Hosen is flax whose stalk 
was crushed but not yet combed. The threads in the stalk 
are still covered by a shell and therefore do not burn well. 


And we also learned in the mishna that one may not light 
with kalakh. Shmuel said: I asked all seafarers, and they 
said to me that the present-day name of kalakh mentioned 
in the mishna is kulka. Rav Yitzhak bar Ze’ira said: Kalakh 
is the cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera].' 


The Gemara relates that Ravin and Abaye were sitting be- 
fore Rabbana Nehemya, brother of the Exilarch. Ravin 

saw that Rabbana Nehemya was wearing metaksa,' a type 

of silk. Ravin said to Abaye: This is the kalakh that we 

learned in our mishna. Abaye said to him: We call it shira" 
peranda.” 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which we learned: 
The shira’im, the kalakh, and the sirikin,' different types of 
silk, all require ritual fringes. Apparently, shira’im and kal- 
akh are different types of silk. This is a conclusive refutation 
of the statement of Ravin who identified kalakh with shira 
peranda. The Gemara responds: Indeed, it is a conclusive 
refutation. If you wish, say instead that shira is a distinct 
entity, and shira peranda is a distinct entity. Shira peranda 


is kalakh. 


NOTES 

With what may one light and with what may one not light, 
etc. - ^D) rot px man pra maa: Lighting the Shabbat 
lamp with inferior wicks ‘and oils, where the wick does not draw 
the oil properly, is prohibited because the purpose of this mitzva 
is to utilize the light. If the light emitted by inferior wicks and oils 
is weak and dim, the concern is that the person will abandon the 
Shabbat lights, defeating their purpose, which is to enjoy their 
light (see Rambam). 


Tow of combed flax - jaws bw Miya: According to the Gemara, 
the verse from Isaiah: “And the strong [hason] shall be as tow 
[neoret],’ refers to processing the flax. In the course of that pro- 
cess, the raw flax is combed to break down the fibrous core and 
remove impurities. This is a metaphor for the wicked, who will 
undergo the same process and will ultimately be broken and 
crushed (Jerusalem Talmud). 


————————— HALAKHA —— 
Disqualifications of wicks — nina haps: One may not make 
wicks for Shabbat lamps from material that will cause the flames 
to jump and flicker, as explained in the mishna and Gemara, re- 
gardless of where in the house they are lit. Even if the alterna- 
tive is not fulfilling the mitzva at all, one may not light with the 
wicks listed in the mishna (Peri Megadim; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2641). 


Disqualification of oils — paw bape: It is only permitted to light 
Shabbat lamps using oil that is drawn easily by the wick, as per the 
list in the mishna. Even if the alternative is not fulfilling the mitzva 
at all, one may not light with the oils listed in the mishna (Peri 
Megadim; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:3). 


LANGUAGE 


Raw silk [kalakh] - abe: Perhaps this word is related to the Persian 
kurg, which means a delicate, soft wool. 


The cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera] - pwa: The source of 
this word appears to be from the Persian khuskar, which means 
coarse flour that is full of bran. This term was also used to connote 
a low-quality, coarse silk fabric. 


Metaksa - xD3w1: This is a Greek word pétaga, metaxa, meaning 
silk, especially raw silk. 


Shira — 8: The words shirain and shira are Aramaic. Apparently, 
their source is Chinese by way of the Greek o1puxoy, sirikon. 


Peranda — 135: From the Middle Persian parand, which means 
silk. 


Sirikin — pY: From the Greek otpiKoy, sirkon, meaning a silk 
garment or silk. 


BACKGROUND 


Raw silk - ba: 


Persian silk fabric 
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HALAKHA 
The Sages added to the list wicks of wool and hair - 15° 
wyw sox bw pw: One may not fashion wicks from wool 
or hair for use on Shabbat, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2641). 


Lest you say it is also unfit for use for wicks — KINT 17172 
nn xb 3 nina: Itis permitted to light a wax candle or one 
made of pitch or fat on Shabbat, if the wick is made ofa permit- 
ted material (Mishna Berura). These materials were disqualified 
for use only in their liquid state (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil- 
khot Shabbat 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:7). 


BACKGROUND 
Pitch and tar — pw» nat: Until approximately one hundred 
years ago, most pitch and tar were extracted from trees. The 
manufacture of wood coal employed a method of dry, destruc- 
tive distillation of trees, the derivatives of which were pitch and 
tar. These substances were used primarily for waterproofing 
utensils. 


Perek II 
Daf21 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
However, one may use them to make a bonfire - mwiy bax 
TITA n: It is permitted to light a bonfire for Shabbat using 
all the materials that may not be used for making wicks for a 
Shabbat lamp (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:19; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1). 


98 


PEREK II: 21A: X39173 95 


WAN) PIL-XP INS PNI ninaa Kby 
IDI DDT KAPI asp NT 
wn: ware pai b ON NTN on 
xnbya yy sonia 0b TON NT PPX 
oy yar ey wh ame yop Bar 

ajay NIAT anes xy” 


KDPR TNA "na byw piva Koy 
KPY HDI INDY — ITTI KADIN 
KIJKT KINJN NBO 11 TWN 


awy bw sax bw phy spin Kan 
- WH YN YNA WF PPT KM 
NPW 


- myw KaD - nat nDia xby 
„nina bios - IND TY KIN KVP 
TWV KDDI ow bpp - sho xan 
3 nionad: KPNI m KDY 

b YDPA xp NAN x 


NIDS - NITY pag 12 191 TW 
KURTI NNDS - MWY NDT 


ADAM NPA Pring KAVNA? 


ppm pi” nagy by DD paan 
panyw qa piy bax nawa yga 
sane) vanwnd Pa MID panna 
xb) PD 23 by pa ypap aa by pa 

ada 3b Tyn ma niwy Kby noy 


roduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


And we learned in the mishna that one may not light with 
petilat ha’ idan. The Gemara explains that petilat ha’idan is 
willow, which does not burn well. The Gemara relates that 
Ravin and Abaye were walking in the valley of Tamrurita. 
They saw these willow trees. Ravin said to Abaye: This is 
the idan that we learned in the mishna. Abaye said to him: 
But this is mere wood. How would one fashion a wick from 
it? Ravin peeled the bark and showed him the wool-like 
substance between the bark and the tree. We also learned 
in the mishna: Nor with desert silk [petilat hamidbar]. 
That is the mullein plant, which does not burn well. 


And we learned in the mishna that one may not use the 
green moss that is on the surface of the water to fashion a 
wick for lighting the Shabbat lamp. The Gemara asks: What 
is this green moss? If you say that it is the moss found on 
standing water, isn’t that moss brittle and therefore unfit 
material from which to fashion a wick? Rather, Rav Pappa 
said: It is referring to the moss that accumulates on ships, 
which is more pliable and when dried can be fashioned into 
a wick. 


It was taught in a baraita: The Sages added to the list of 
prohibited wicks in the mishna those made of wool and 
hair" as well. The Gemara remarks: And our tanna did not 
consider it necessary to enumerate these because it is virtu- 
ally impossible to fashion wicks from these materials, as, 
when they burn, wool shrinks and hair is scorched. Con- 
sequently, they are unsuitable for use as wicks. 


And we learned in the mishna that one may not use zefet or 
sha’ava as fuel in lighting the Shabbat lamp. The Gemara 
explains that zefet is pitch, and sha’ ava is wax. It was taught 
in a baraita: Until this point, the word zefet, the mishna is 
dealing with disqualification of materials unfit for use as 
wicks, and from this point on it is dealing with disqualifica- 
tion of substances unfit for use as oils. The Gemara asks: 
Obviously, a wick cannot be made from pitch and similar 
materials. The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the 
mishna to mention wax, lest you say that it is also unfit for 
use as a coating for wicks," in the manner that wicks are 
usually made. Therefore, it teaches us that even though wax 
is unfit for use as oil, it is fit for use as coating for wicks. 


Rami bar Avin said: Tar [itran] is the by-product of pitch.® 
When wood is burned to extract pitch, a clearer liquid ooz- 
es out after the pitch, and that is tar. Similarly, wax is the 
by-product of honey. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference that 

emerges from that which Rami bar Avin taught? The Ge- 
mara explains: Its significance is with regard to buying and 

selling. One who buys tar can insist upon receiving the 

by-product of pitch and no other material. The same is true 

with regard to wax and honey. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: With regard to all of those 
materials about which they said that one may not light the 
lamp with them on Shabbat; however, one may use them 
ab initio to make a bonfire." One may do so both to warm 
himself opposite it and to utilize its light, and he may ig- 
nite it both on the ground and ona stove. They prohibited 
using them only to make a wick for an oil lamp. 
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And we learned in the mishna that one may not light the Shabbat 
lamp with kik oil. The Gemara asks: What is kik oil? Shmuel 
said: I asked all the seafarers, and they said to me that there is 
a bird in the cities on the sea coast, and kik is its name. Kik oil 
is produced from that bird. Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, 
said: This is referring to cotton oil. Reish Lakish said: It is the 
oil made from the seed ofa plant like the castor plant [kikayon]® 
of Jonah. Rabba bar bar Hana said: I have seen the species of 
the castor plant of Jonah, and it is similar to the ricinus tree 
and it grows in swamps, and they place it at the entrance of 
shops for shade, and they produce oil from its seeds, and all the 
sick people of the West, Eretz Yisrael, rest beneath its branches. 


Rabba said: Those wicks about which the Sages said one may 
not light with them on Shabbat, the reason is: Because the fire 
flickers on them. It sputters on the wick and does not burn well. 
Those oils with which the Sages said that one may not light on 
Shabbat, the reason is: Because they are not drawn effectively 
by the wick. 


Abaye raised a dilemma before Rabba: Those oils with which 
the Sages said one may not light on Shabbat, what is the ruling? 
May one, ab initio, add to them any amount of oil" with which 
it is permissible to light and light with that mixture? The sides of 
the dilemma are: Do we issue a decree lest one come to light 
these oils in their natural form, without mixing them with per- 
missible oils? Or no, that possibility is not a source of concern? 
Rabba said to him: One may not light that mixture. What is the 
reason for this? The reason is because the halakha is that one 
may not light (Arukh)." 


Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s opinion from that which was 
taught in the Tosefta: One who wrapped a material with which 
one may light around a material with which one may not light, 
may not light with the bound wick. Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel said: In the ancestral house of my father, they would wrap a 
wick with which one is permitted to light around a nut, and that 
was how they would light. In any case, it is teaching that, accord- 
ing to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, one may light. Apparently, 
one is permitted to light with a combination of permitted and 
prohibited wicks. 


Rabba said to him: Before you raise an objection to my opinion 
from the statement of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, support it 
from the statement of the first tanna, who said that it is prohib- 
ited to light in that case. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, 
as it is preferable to challenge from the statement of Rabban 
Gamliel with regard to the custom in his father’s house. There is 
a principle that proof cited from an action is great, i.e., a practical 
precedent is more substantial than a theoretical halakha. Never- 
theless, the difficulty from the statement of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel remains: Is he not speaking of a case where he combined 
the wick and the nut to light them together? If so, one is permit- 
ted to combine the prohibited and the permitted. The Gemara 
answers: No, it is speaking in a case where he combined them to 
float’ the wick on the oil with the help of the nut. The Gemara 
asks: If it is speaking only with regard to a case of floating the 
wick, what is the reason that the first tanna prohibits doing so? 
The Gemara answers: The entire baraita is the opinion of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel, and it is incomplete,’ and it teaches the 
following: One who wrapped a material with which one may 
light around a material with which one may not light, may not 
light with it. In what case is this statement said? When he com- 
bines the materials to light them together. However, if he uti- 
lizes that with which one may not light merely in order to float 
the wick, it is permitted," as we learned that Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel says: In the ancestral house of my father, they 
would wrap a wick with which one is permitted to light around 
a nut. That was how they would light. 


BACKGROUND 


Castor plant — 1977977: The castor plant, Ricinus communis 
L., is a plant of diverse shapes. It can be an annual plant, 
bush or tree. Its height ranges from 1-4 m. Its stalks are 
erect and branch out at the top, with large leaves that are 
divided into finger-like lobes. Castor oil, used for medicinal 
purposes, is produced from the seeds of the plant, which is 
cultivated for that purpose. The castor plant grew in many 
countries, including Babylonia and Eretz Yisrael. In Aramaic, 
it is called tzeloliva. 


Castor plant 


HALAKHA 


May one add to them any amount of oil - pind pw ina 
KTO bs yaw: One may not light prohibited oils even if he 
adds a small amount of permitted oil to them (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 264:4). 


However, to float it is permitted - a2 mapa) bax: One 
may wrap a wick made of permitted material around mate- 
rial that is prohibited for use as a wick on Shabbat in order to 
harden the wick or cause it to float on the oil. If the purpose 
was to thicken the wick and thereby produce light, it is 
prohibited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 5:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:2). 


NOTES = £———————_- 
Because one may not light - prota pew Db: Many ex- 
planations were given for this cryptic answer. Some com- 
mentaries had a variant reading: Because they do not light. 
Rabba said that these oils do not ignite even in a mixture 
with other oils (Rambam; see Meiri). Others explain that the 
answer is based on a decree. Since one may not use them in 
their pure form, the Sages prohibited using them even when 
they are mixed with other oils (Rashi; Rosh). Yet others said 
that the disqualified oil is not drawn by the wick in a mixture. 
The high quality oils would be drawn first, while the prohib- 
ited oil would not burn at all (Rabbeinu Hananel; geonim). 


To float - mapa: Some explain the term to mean thicken- 
ing of the tip of the wick to produce more light (Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Rif). 


And it is incomplete — xen" HM: The following ex- 
pression: It is incomplete, is essentially an exegetical tool, 
i.e., adding words to clarify the statements of a mishna or 
a baraita. It should be read as if the added words appear 
in parentheses. No matter how the mishna is explained, 
in its present form it remains problematic due both to the 
difficulty in understanding the rationale of the first tanna’s 
opinion and due to the incident that contradicts the halakha 
cited in the mishna. As a rule, a mishna does not cite a story 
that contradicts the statement that preceded it. These dif- 
ficulties are resolved by means of the tool: It is incomplete. 
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NOTES 
Molten fat - qmm abn: The molten fat mentioned 
here is fat that is actually in a liquid form, not fat that 
was merely previously cooked. This appears to be 


the understanding in the Jerusalem Talmud as well 
(Rashba). 


The Celebration of Drawing Water - ma nmw 
Maxiw7: According to Rashi, the Sages were not as 
strict with regard to the Celebration of Drawing Water 
because it is not a Torah law. Others explain that they lit 
so many wicks that the fire was like a bonfire, and the 
quality of the wicks is of no concern in a bonfire (Rabbi 
Yehuda Bakhrakh). 


HALAKHA 


Molten fat or fish innards that dissolved - mma abn 
09373771: One may not light a Shabbat lamp with fuel 
made of molten fat or fish innards. However, if they 
are mixed together with permitted oil, one may light 
with them, as per the opinion of Rav Beruna (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 255:5). 


Wicks...one may not light in the Temple — mong 
wpa ja rn px: All of the wicks that may not 
be utilized on Shabbat were also prohibited for use in 
the Temple candelabrum (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 3:15). 


Priestly garments that were tattered, they would 
unravel them into threads from which they would 
make wicks — 9H }T pis ppan baw pM Aa 
nina pviy: Wicks for the lights of the Celebration of 
Drawing Water were made from the tattered trousers 


and sashes of the priests. Wicks for the Temple candela- 


brum were not fashioned from those garments, since 
they contained wool. Rather, those wicks were made 
from the tattered tunics of the priests because they 
were made exclusively from linen (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Priestly garments — 7373 "aa: As described in the 
Torah, the priestly garments were made from different 


materials. The sashes and trousers were made from in- 
terwoven threads of multicolored linen and wool (Exo- 
dus 39:29), while the rest of their clothing was made ex- 


clusively from linen. Since it is prohibited to use priestly 
garments for mundane purposes and it is prohibited for 
priests to wear dirty clothing, the garments were not 
laundered. The tattered and dirty garments were used 
to fashion wicks for the Celebration of Drawing Water 
and for the Temple candelabrum. 
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In any case, to this point the conclusion is that one may not light with 

a mixture of permitted and prohibited oils. The Gemara asks: Is that 

so? Didn't Rav Beruna say that Rav said: With regard to molten fat" 

or fish innards that dissolved" and became like oil, a person may place 

any amount of oil fit for lighting into it and light. Apparently, one may 
light with a mixture of permitted and prohibited oils. Rabba answers: 
These, the fat and the fish innards, are drawn by the wick even in their 
natural state, and those, the prohibited oils, are not drawn in their 
natural state. Originally, the Sages issued a decree to prohibit molten 

fat due to unmolten fat and to prohibit dissolved fish innards due to 

undissolved fish innards; however, the Sages did not issue a decree in 

a case where one added to them any amount of oil suitable for lighting, 
and permitted lighting with it. The Gemara asks: Let them also issue a 

decree to prohibit molten fat and dissolved fish innards to which he 

added oil due to molten fat and dissolved fish innards to which he 

did not add permitted oil. The Gemara rejects this: That prohibition 

with regard to molten fat and dissolved fish innards itself is based on a 

decree. And will we arise and issue one decree to prevent violation of 
another decree? The Sages do not issue decrees under those circum- 
stances. Therefore, there is no reason to prohibit their use. 


Rami bar Hama taught a baraita: Those wicks and oils, which the 
Sages said one may not light with them on Shabbat, one may not light 
with them in the Temple" either because it is stated with regard to the 
Temple candelabrum: “And you shall command the children of Israel, 
that they bring unto you pure olive oil beaten for the light, to cause a 
lamp to burn continually” (Exodus 27:20). Rami bar Hama taught 
that baraita and he also said its explanation: What is the proof from 
the verse? One may interpret the verse homiletically: The requirement 
is to light the candelabrum so that the flame ascends of itself when it 
is kindled, and not that it ascends by means of something else, i.e., 
adjusting the wick after it was lit. 


We learned ina mishna: They would unravel the threads of the tattered 
trousers of the priests and their belts in order to make wicks from 
them, and from those same wicks they would light at the Celebration 
of Drawing Water." There was wool in the belts of the priests. It is said 
that their belts were made from, among other things, tekhelet, which in 
the Bible refers to dyed wool. Apparently, one may light with a mixture 
that includes a wick unsuitable for lighting. The Gemara answers: The 
Celebration of Drawing Water is different, as in that celebration, they 
did not light the Temple candelabrum. They lit special lanterns made 
specifically for that purpose and were not stringent with regard to the 
wicks placed in them. 


Come and hear a related question from that which Rabba bar Mattana 

taught: Priestly garments’ that were tattered, they would unravel 

them into threads from which they would make wicks" for the Tem- 
ple. Is this not also referring to garments made of diverse kinds, like 

the sashes of the priests that were made of a mixture of wool and linen? 
The Gemara answers: No, these wicks were made from linen garments 

alone. 


Rav Huna said: Those wicks and oils with which the Sages said that 
one may not light the lamp on Shabbat, one may not light the lamp 
with them on Hanukkah either; both when it falls on Shabbat and 
when it falls during the week. Rava said: What is the reason for Rav 
Huna’s statement? He holds that if the Hanukkah light becomes extin- 
guished, even though one lit it properly, one is bound to attend to it 
and relight it so that it will burn properly. Therefore, one must ensure 
that the wick burns properly from the outset. And utilizing the light of 
the Hanukkah lamp is permitted during the week. Consequently, in 
order to prevent him from inadvertently sinning on Shabbat, he must 
ensure from the outset that the wick burns well, lest he come to adjust 
the flame on Shabbat. Those wicks and oils do not burn well at all. And 
Rav Hisda said: Those same oils and wicks with which the Sages pro- 
hibited to light on Shabbat, one may light with them on Hanukkah 
during the week, but not on Shabbat. He holds that if the Hanukkah 
light is extinguished 


Perek II 
Daf21 Amud b 


VANTI ania > Pp pr 
37 vars KPI TX ANd 
TON PHT oN AD a AAD 
psn naxy ows ning 
prota - navaja roan ps 
nawa pa dina pa mana yga 
- IT NYY KA MAWI WY 
VOYI AD PIPI PK NAB TaD? 

“ied vanwah 


PAW YAN MAP PII TNX 
XIX 9D abe? ee may att 


ANT PAP ITT WWE PI] 


Map) - po ayy mawn 
POYDYY PIPA NIN X 
APA KPI) YA RT) NPY 

KPRI NDP 


APAN 2A ppi px m3) 
WO OTADI ypenwn ADYA 
arch nea pwn pa 534 nboaw 
xh rab otra 177 ANID %7 
27) 9X) pr - pihy xb T 

ys 


wy "pron ya bay Ayan aw” 
*D1 VAX MIM VDD D1 VK 2713 
RTINT KPIT TD BAY 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


one is not bound to attend to it. Therefore, there is no reason to make 
certain from the outset to light it with materials that burn well, as even 
if it is extinguished, he is not required to relight it. However, he also 
holds that it is permitted to use its light. As a result, he must ensure 
that the wick burns well on Shabbat; ifnot, he is liable to come to adjust 
the flame in order to use its light. The third opinion is that which Rab- 
bi Zeira said that Rav Mattana said, and others say that Rabbi Zeira 
said that Rav said: The wicks and oils with which the Sages said one 
may not light on Shabbat, one may, nevertheless, light with them on 
Hanukkah," both during the week and on Shabbat. Rabbi Yirmeya 
said: What is Rav’s reason? He holds that if it is extinguished, one is 
not bound to attend to it" and relight it, and it is prohibited to use its 
light." Therefore, even on Shabbat, there is no concern lest he come to 
adjust the wick, as it is prohibited to utilize its light. 


The Gemara relates that the Sages said this halakha before Abaye in 
the name of Rabbi Yirmeya and he did not accept it, as he did not 
hold Rabbi Yirmeya in high regard. However, subsequently, when 
Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, the Sages said this halakha 
before Abaye in the name of Rabbi Yohanan, and he accepted it. Then 
Abaye said regretfully: Had I merited, I would have learned this ha- 
lakha from the outset. The Gemara wonders: Didn't he ultimately 
learn it and accept it? What difference does it make from whom and at 
what point he learned it? The Gemara answers: The practical difference 
is with regard to knowledge acquired in one’s youth, which is better 
remembered. 


With regard to the opinion that one need not rekindle the Hanukkah 
light if it is extinguished, the Gemara asks: And is it true that if the 
Hanukkah light is extinguished one is not bound to attend to it? The 
Gemara raises a contradiction from that which was taught in a baraita: 
The mitzva of kindling the Hanukkah lights is from sunset" until traf- 
fic in the marketplace ceases. Does that not mean that if the light is 
extinguished, he must rekindle it so that it will remain lit for the dura- 
tion of that period? The Gemara answers: No, the baraita can be under- 
stood otherwise: That if one did not yet light at sunset, he may still 
light" the Hanukkah lights until traffic ceases. Alternatively, one could 
say that this is referring to the matter of its measure.“ One must pre- 
pare a wick and oil sufficient to burn for the period lasting from sunset 
until traffic ceases. If he did so, even if the light is extinguished before- 
hand, he need not relight it. 


The expression until traffic in the marketplace ceases is mentioned 
here, and the Gemara asks: Until when exactly is this time? Rabba bar 
bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Until the traffic of the people 
of Tadmor [tarmoda’ei]' ceases. They sold kindling wood and re- 
mained in the marketplace later than everyone else. People who discov- 
ered at sunset that they had exhausted their wood supply could purchase 
wood from them. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


And it is prohibited to use its light - vanwmd TIN) 
mined: The commentaries disagree about the rationale 
or this prohibition. Some say that the reason is because 
one is required to treat the mitzva with deference. Using 
he light for one’s own needs is a display of contempt 
or the mitzva (Rashba, and others). According to Rashi, 
he prohibition ensures a differentiation between lights 
indled to fulfill a mitzva and other lights. Others ex- 
plain that since the Hanukkah lights commemorate 
he Temple candelabrum, deriving benefit from their 
ight is prohibited just as benefiting from the light of 
he Temple candelabrum was prohibited for the priests 
(Ran; Rashba). 


Its measure — ayy: The Rif rules that after the Ha- 
nukkah lights have burned for half an hour, it is permit- 
ted to use the oil or the light for other purposes. 


LANGUAGE 

People of Tadmor [tarmodaei] — *x Tih: One expla- 
nation of the word tarmodaéi is related to tadmari, thin 
trees that grow wild. Workers who lacked the money to 
buy firewood would gather branches from these trees 
on their way home from work. They were called after 
these trees, with the letters reish and dalet reversed 
(geonim). 


Wicks and oils.. 


-one may light with them on Hanukkah — 


Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, 


maana [714 ppm.. DW) nibons: Wicks and oils that are pro- 
hibited ie use in lighting the Shabbat lamp are permitted for 
use in kindling the Hanukkah lights, even on Shabbat during 
Hanukkah, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Zeira in 
the name of Rav, as Rabbi Yohanan and Abaye agreed with that 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 
4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 673:1). 


If it is extinguished, he is not bound to attend to it - "naa 
ay Pap? pre: If the Hanukkah lights were extinguished, there is 
no requirement to relight them. If one seeks to be stringent, he 
may rekindle the lights without reciting a blessing, as per the 
statement of Rabbi Zeira in the name of Rav, as Rabbi Yohanan 
and Abaye agreed with that opinion (Rema; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 673:2). 


One may not use the light of the Hanukkah lighis for any pur- 
pose, not even an inconsequential one, e.g., counting money. 
In addition, the lights may not be utilized in the performance 
of a mitzva or for studying Torah. Other authorities permit using 
the light for sacred purposes (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6731). 


The mitzva is from sunset, etc. — ^2) MANT ypwnwn FNY: 
The proper time to perform the mitzva of lighting the Hanuk- 
kah lights is at sunset, which means the end of the sunset 
period, when the stars emerge (Magen Avraham). Ab initio, 
one may neither light later nor earlier than that time. If one 
forgot to light, or even if he intentionally chose not to light 
at that time, he may light the Hanukkah lights until the last 
people leave the marketplace, as per the baraita (Rambam 


Orah Hayyim 672:1). 


That if one did not yet light - pos xb NT: Ifthe marketplace 
has emptied and one has yet to light the Hanukkah lights, he 
may light them and recite the blessings at any time during the 
night until the morning star appears, provided that members 
of his household are awake and witness the lighting. However, 
if the members of his household are asleep, he lights without 
reciting a blessing (Hagahot Maimoniyot; Magen Avraham; Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 672:2). 


Its measure — ayy: The Hanukkah lamp must contain suf- 
ficient oil to burn from sunset until the marketplace empties 
completely, i.e., half an hour (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 672:2). 
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NOTES 
A light, a person, and his household - inv) wx 33: Since the 
primary purpose of kindling the Hanukkah lights is to publicize 
the miracle, which is accomplished by passersby seeing the light, 


it is sufficient for one member of the household to light (Penei 
Yehoshua). 


LANGUAGE 


Mehadrin — pima: Two different roots combine to form this 
word. The Aramaic root, hadar, which means courted, as in one 
who courts a mitzva to ensure it is performed properly, and the 
Hebrew root hadar meaning beauty. Accordingly, mehader refers 
to one who takes steps to perform the mitzva in as beautiful 
a manner as possible. This is in accordance with the homiletic 
interpretation of the verse: “This is my God and | will exalt Him 
[ve‘anvehu], beautify yourself [hitnae] before Him in mitzvot (see 
Rabbeinu Hananel). 


HALAKHA —— 
On the first day one kindles one - nn poi pwr OY: Today, 
all Jews adopt the mehadrin min hamehadrin custom when kin- 
dling the Hanukkah lights, i.e., they light one light on the first 
night and add one light for each additional night of Hanukkah. 
Consequently, eight lights are lit on the eighth day, as per the 
opinion of Beit Hillel. In another commonly accepted custom 
among Ashkenazic communities, based on a variation of the 
opinion of the Rambam, each person in the house lights a Ha- 
nukkah lamp and adds one light corresponding to each day of 
Hanukkah because mehadrin min hamehadrin is understood to 
include the mehadrin custom, which calls for lighting a light for 
each family member (Rema; Taz; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:2). 


It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp at the entrance to 
one's house, etc. — 15) ima nna by arpatd myn min I: Ab 
initio, one places the Hanukkah lamp Outside the entrance of 
his home, facing the public domain. In dangerous times, one 
may place the lamp anywhere inside the house (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:7-8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 671:5). 


Sih es to 5 full ae mitzva, an additional light is added to 
provide light. If there are other lights burning nearby, described 
by the Gemara as a bonfire, the additional light is unnecessary. 
However, an important person is still required to light the addi- 
tional light even then. The additional light must be distinct from 
the Hanukkah lights to emphasize that its kindling is not part of 
the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 
4:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:5). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: The basic mitzva of Hanukkah 
is each day to have a light kindled by a person, the head of the 
household, for himself and his household." And the mehadrin,' 
i.e., those who are meticulous in the performance of mitzvot, 
kindle a light for each and every one in the household. And 
the mehadrin min hamehadrin, who are even more meticulous, 
adjust the number of lights daily. Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel 
disagree as to the nature of that adjustment. Beit Shammai say: 
On the first day one kindles eight lights and, from there on, 
gradually decreases the number of lights until, on the last day 
of Hanukkah, he kindles one light. And Beit Hillel say: On the 
first day one kindles one" light, and from there on, gradually 
increases the number of lights until, on the last day, he kindles 
eight lights. 


Ulla said: There were two amora’im in the West, Eretz Yisrael, 
who disagreed with regard to this dispute, Rabbi Yosei bar 

Avin and Rabbi Yosei bar Zevida. One said that the reason for 
Beit Shammai’s opinion is that the number of lights corre- 
sponds to the incoming days, i.e., the future. On the first day, 
eight days remain in Hanukkah, one kindles eight lights, and on 

the second day seven days remain, one kindles seven, etc. The 

reason for Beit Hillel’s opinion is that the number of lights 

corresponds to the outgoing days. Each day, the number of 
lights corresponds to the number of the days of Hanukkah that 
were already observed. And one said that the reason for Beit 

Shammai’s opinion is that the number of lights corresponds to 

the bulls of the festival of Sukkot: Thirteen were sacrificed on 

the first day and each succeeding day one fewer was sacrificed 

(Numbers 29:12-31). The reason for Beit Hillel’s opinion is that 
the number of lights is based on the principle: One elevates to 

a higher level in matters of sanctity and one does not down- 
grade. Therefore, if the objective is to have the number of lights 

correspond to the number of days, there is no alternative to 

increasing their number with the passing of each day. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: There were 

two Elders in Sidon, and one of them acted in accordance with 

the opinion of Beit Shammai, and one of them acted in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Each provided a 

reason for his actions: One gave a reason for his actions: The 

number of lights corresponds to the bulls of the Festival. And 

one gave a reason for his actions: The number of lights is based 

on the principle: One elevates to a higher level in matters of 
sanctity and one does not downgrade. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: It is a mitzva to place the Hanuk- 
kah lamp at the entrance to one’s house" on the outside, so 

that all can see it. Ifhe lived upstairs, he places it at the window 

adjacent to the public domain. And in a time of danger,” when 

the gentiles issued decrees to prohibit kindling lights, he places 

it on the table and that is sufficient to fulfill his obligation. 


Rava said: One must kindle another light in addition to the 
Hanukkah lights in order to use its light," as it is prohibited to 
use the light of the Hanukkah lights. And if there is a bonfire, 
he need not light an additional light, as he can use the light of 
the bonfire. However, if he is an important person, who is 
unaccustomed to using the light ofa bonfire, even though there 
is a bonfire, he must kindle another light. 


BACKGROUND 


In a time of danger — 723011 nywa: Dangerous times are 
defined as periods of religious persecution, when it is de- 
creed that the Jewish people may not observe the mitzvot. 
However, some commentaries explain that the dangerous 
times in this context are the occasions when the Zoroastrian 
priests of the Persian fire religion, the habarim, passed the 


fire from their temples to the homes of their worshippers. 
At those times, they prohibited lighting fires anywhere out- 
side the temples (Josafot). Since the habarim had significant 
influence on the authorities and the violators whom they 
reported were severely punished, the Jews dared not kindle 
lights that could be seen from the street. 
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The days of Hanukkah...one may not eulogize on them, etc. — 
AD pitta tgp) K7... gis: Hanukkah is a time of joy and 
celebration, as ‘well as a time for offering praise and thanks to God. 
Therefore, it is prohibited to eulogize the deceased and to fast 


The Gemara asks: What is Hanukkah, and why are lights kindled 

on Hanukkah?" The Gemara answers: The Sages taught in Megillat 

Ta anit: On the twenty-fifth of Kislev, the days of Hanukkah are 

eight. One may not eulogize on them" and one may not fast on 

them. What is the reason? When the Greeks entered the Sanctu- 
ary they defiled all the oils that were in the Sanctuary by touching 

them. And when the Hasmonean monarchy overcame them and 

emerged victorious over them, they searched and found only one 

cruse" of oil that was placed with the seal of the High Priest, un- 
disturbed by the Greeks. And there was sufficient oil there to light 

the candelabrum for only one day. A miracle occurred and they 

lit the candelabrum from it eight days." The next year the Sages 

instituted those days and made them holidays" with recitation of 
hallel and special thanksgiving in prayer and blessings. 


We learned there in a mishna with regard to damages: In the case 
of a spark that emerges from under a hammer, and went out of 
the artisan’s workshop, and caused damage, the one who struck the 
hammer is liable. Similarly, in the case ofa camel that is laden with 
flax" and it passed through the public domain, and its flax entered 
into a store, and caught fire from the storekeeper’s lamp, and set 
fire to the building, the camel owner is liable. Since his flax en- 
tered into another’s domain, which he had no permission to enter, 
all the damages were caused due to his negligence. However, if the 
storekeeper placed his lamp outside the store and it set fire to the 
flax, the storekeeper is liable, as he placed the lamp outside his 
domain where he had no right to place it. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: If the flax was set on fire by the storekeeper’s 
Hanukkah lamp that he placed outside the entrance to his store, he 
is not liable, as in that case, it is permitted for the storekeeper to 
place his lamp outside. Ravina said in the name of Rabba: That is 
to say that it is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within ten" 
handbreadths of the ground. As ifit should enter your mind to say 
that he may place it above ten handbreadths, why is the store- 
keeper exempt? Let the camel owner say to the storekeeper: You 
should have placed the lamp above the height of a camel and its 
rider, and then no damage would have been caused. By failing to 
do so, the storekeeper caused the damage, and the camel owner 
should not be liable. The Gemara rejects this: And perhaps one is 
also permitted to place the Hanukkah lamp above ten handbreadths, 
and the reason Rabbi Yehuda exempted the storekeeper was due to 
concern for the observance of the mitzva of kindling Hanukkah 
lights. He held that if you burden one excessively, he will come to 
refrain from performing the mitzva of kindling Hanukkah lights. 
Since the storekeeper placed the Hanukkah lamp outside at the 
behest of the Sages, the storekeeper should not be required to take 
extra precautions. 


With regard to the essence of the matter Rav Kahana said that Rav 
Natan bar Manyumi taught in the name of Rabbi Tanhum: 


HALAKHA 

store, as the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the storekeeper is exempt in the case 
of a Hanukkah lamp (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 
14:13; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 418:12). 


on Hanukkah (Megillat Ta‘anit). However, performing labors that 


are prohibited on Shabbat is permitted on Hanukkah (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


Hayyim 6701). 


Camel laden with flax - jnws pypw Spx: If a camel walks down 
a street with a load of flax that is so wide that it protrudes into 
a store and catches fire from the storekeeper's lamp and causes 
damage, the owner of the camelis liable. If the lamp is in the street 
in front of the store, then the storekeeper is liable for the damage, 
including the damage to the flax on the camel's back. This ruling 
also applies to a Hanukkah lamp adjacent to the entrance of the 


It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within ten — 73330113 
Mwy Jina apy my: It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah 
lamp within ten handbreadths ofthe ground, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava. Although no support was cited for his state- 
ment, his opinion is reasonable. If one placed the lamp above ten 
handbreadths, he fulfilled the mitzva, as long as he did not place 
it above twenty cubits. One who lives on the second floor may 
place the Hanukkah lamp in a window ab initio, even though it is 
above ten handbreadths (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 671:6). 


NOTES 


Why is the miracle commemorated with lights - yma 
nita Dad 2m: The holiday of Hanukkah was instituted 
primarily to commemorate the rededication of the altar 
in the Temple. Nevertheless, the Sages instituted kin- 
dling lights as the mitzva of Hanukkah to underscore 
that the Maccabees went to war to preserve the sanc- 
tity of the nation and the sanctity of the Temple, not to 
defend their lives (Bah). 


And found only one cruse - 4h 73 xbx xxi xd): 
According to the fundamental halakha, kindling the 
Temple candelabrum with impure oil is permitted. In- 
deed, if the majority of the Jews are impure, Temple 
service may be performed in a state of ritual impurity. 
Furthermore, impure oil may be used in the offering of 
the daily sacrifices. Therefore, the miracle, which made 
it unnecessary to use impure oil, demonstrates the great 
love that God has for His people, Israel (Penei Yehoshua). 


Eight days — ox» minw: Some commentaries ask: 
Why couldn't a supply of pure oil have been procured 
sooner? They answer that the pure oil came from Tekoa, 
in the tribal territory of Asher, in the upper Galilee, and 
the round trip from Jerusalem took eight days (geonim). 
Others say that all the Jews were ritually impure from 
contact with corpses, and therefore they were required 
to wait seven days to complete the purification process 
(Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi). 


The next year the Sages instituted it and made those 

days holidays — oaiv om DKY DYIP mms maw: 
Since there was sufficient oil to burn for one day, the 

miracle lasted only seven days. Why, then, is Hanukkah 

celebrated for eight days? Many answers have been 

suggested. Rabbi Yosef Karo maintained that only one- 
eighth of the oil burned on the first day, so it was imme- 
diately clear that a miracle had been performed (Beit Yo- 
sef). Others explained that, from the outset, the priests 

placed only one-eighth of the oil from the cruse in the 

candelabrum, and it miraculously burned all day (Meiri). 
Yet others suggested that Hanukkah commemorates 

two miracles; first, the discovery of the cruse of pure 

oil on the first day, and second, the fact that it lasted 

seven additional days (Sheerit Kenesset HaGedola). There 

is also an opinion that the eight days commemorate the 

reinstitution of the mitzva of circumcision, banned by 
the Greeks, which is performed on the eighth day after 
birth (Sefer Haltim). 
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A Hanukkah lamp that one placed above twenty cubits" is invalid, 
just as a sukka whose roofing is more than twenty cubits high, and just 
as an alleyway whose beam, its symbolic fourth partition in order to 
place an eiruv, is more than twenty cubits high, are invalid. The reason 
is the same in all three cases: People do not usually raise their heads and 
see objects at a height above twenty cubits. As there is a requirement to 
see all of these, they are deemed invalid when placed above that height. 
And the Gemara cites another statement that Rav Kahana said that Rav 
Natan bar Manyumi taught in the name of Rav Tanhum: What is the 
meaning of the verse that is written with regard to Joseph: “And they 
took him, and cast him into the pit; and the pit was empty, there was 
no water in it” (Genesis 37:24)? By inference from that which is 
stated: And the pit was empty, don’t I know that there was no water 
in it? Rather, why does the verse say: There was no water in it? The 
verse comes to emphasize and teach that there was no water in it, but 
there were snakes and scorpions in it. 


Rabba said: It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within the 
handbreadth adjacent to the entrance. The Gemara asks: And where, 
on which side, does he place it? There is a difference of opinion: Rav 
Aha, son of Rava, said: On the right side of the entrance. Rav Shmuel 
from Difti said: On the left." And the halakha is to place it on the left 
so that the Hanukkah lamp will be on the left" and the mezuza on 
the right. One who enters the house will be surrounded by mitzvot 


(ge'onim). 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav Asi said that Rav said: It is prohibited to 
count money" opposite a Hanukkah light." Rav Yehuda relates: When 
I said this halakha before Shmuel, he said to me: Does the Hanukkah 
light have sanctity" that would prohibit one from using its light? Rav 
Yosef strongly objected to this question: What kind of question is that; 
does the blood of a slaughtered undomesticated animal or fowl have 
sanctity? As it was taught in a baraita that the Sages interpreted the 
verse: “He shall spill its blood and cover it with dust” (Leviticus 17:13): 
With that which he spilled, he shall cover. Just as a person spills the 
blood of a slaughtered animal with his hand, so too, he is obligated to 
cover the blood with this hand and not cover it with his foot. The 
reason is so that mitzvot will not be contemptible to him. Here too, 
one should treat the Hanukkah lights as if they were sacred and refrain 
from utilizing them for other purposes, so that mitzvot will not be 
contemptible to him. 


HALAKHA 


Hanukkah lamp that one placed above twenty cubits — moun bw ap) 
max own noynb mma: One who places the Hanukkah lamp more 
than twenty cubits, 9—12 m, off the ground does not fulfill the mitzva 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 671:6). 


It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp in the handbreadth 
adjacent to the entrance...on the left - naya ant myn mun 3 
bxnwn.. ning mava: When lighting the Hanukkah lamp outside the 
house, it is a mitzva to place it within one handbreadth adjacent to the 


The Hanukkah lamp will be on the left - bxnwn TMT 7a: Since 
the Temple candelabrum was on the left side of the Sanctuary, the 
Hanukkah lamp is placed on the left side as well (Rabbi Elazar Moshe 
Horowitz). 


To count money - niyn mia: The Gemara cites this example be- 
cause it is a negligible use of the Hanukkah lights that does not dimin- 
ish their sanctity. Nevertheless, it is prohibited (Ran). 


Does the Hanukkah light have sanctity — 7a w? MwATP 329): In prin- 
ciple, the sanctity of the vessels used in the Temple, i.e., a Torah scroll, 


NOTES 


left side of the door. In the synagogue, the Hanukkah lamp is placed 
along the southern wall or on a table adjacent to that wall (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 671:7). 


It is prohibited to count money opposite a Hanukkah light - vog 
MDM 3323 Nya mia: One may not use the light emanating from 
the Hanukkah lights for any purpose, even for an inconsequential 
one like counting money (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaHanukka 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 673:1). 


phylacteries, and the like, have inherent sanctity, unlike items used to 
perform a mitzva. The principle is as follows: Sanctified items no longer 
in use maintain their sanctity and must be buried. However, items 
used to perform a mitzva may be discarded. On that basis, Shmuel 
expressed surprise when the Gemara insists that Hanukkah lights be 
treated with the level of respect usually reserved for sacred items. Rav 
Yosef answered that while a mitzva is still being fulfilled, one must 
treat the items used for the mitzva with added deference, despite the 
fact that they do not retain their sanctity after the fulfillment of the 
mitzva (Ramban). 
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The Gemara relates that they raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi: What is the halakha with regard to using decorations of a sukka all 
seven days of the festival of Sukkot? He said to them: They already said in a 
similar vein that it is prohibited to count money opposite the Hanukkah 
light, which proves that one may not use the object of a mitzva for another 
purpose. Rav Yosef replied in surprise: Master of Abraham!" He makes that 
which was taught dependent upon that which was not taught. As, with re- 
gard to sukka, the prohibition to enjoy use of its decorations was taught in a 
baraita, and the prohibition to enjoy use of the Hanukkah lights was not 
taught in a baraita at all. As it was taught in a Tosefta in tractate Sukka: With 
regard to one who roofed the sukka in accordance with its halakhic require- 
ments, and decorated it with colorful curtains" and sheets, and hung in it 
ornamental nuts, peaches, almonds, and pomegranates, and grape branch- 
es [parkilei],' and wreaths of stalks of grain, wines, oils, and vessels full of 
flour, it is prohibited to use them until the conclusion of the last day of the 
Festival. And, if before he hung the decorations he stipulated with regard to 
them that he will be permitted to use them even during the Festival, every- 
thing is according to his stipulation, and he is permitted to use them. In any 
case, since the prohibition to benefit from the Hanukkah light is not explic- 
itly taught, a proof should not be cited from there to resolve the dilemma with 
regard to sukka decorations. Rather, Rav Yosef said: There is no need to bring 
a proof for the halakhot of sukka from the Hanukkah light. Rather, the para- 
digm of them all is blood. The verse with regard to the covering of the blood 
of slaughter is the original source from which the prohibition to treat mitzvot 
with contempt is derived. 


It was stated in a dispute between amora’im that Rav said: One may not light 
from one Hanukkah lamp to another lamp. And Shmuel said: One may light 
in that manner. The Gemara cites additional disputes between Rav and Shmu- 
el. Rav said: One may not untie ritual fringes from one garment in order to 
affix them to another garment. And Shmuel said: One may untie them from 
one garment and affix them to another garment. And Rav said: The halakha 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of drag- 
ging, as Rabbi Shimon permitted dragging objects on Shabbat, even if, as a 
result, a furrow would be dug in the ground, as it was not the person's intent 
to dig that hole. Shmuel said that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of dragging. 


Abaye said: In all halakhic matters of the Master, Rabba, he conducted 
himself in accordance with the opinion of Rav, except these three where 
he conducted himself in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. He ruled: 
One may light from one Hanukkah lamp to another lamp," and one may 
untie ritual fringes from garment to garment," and the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of dragging." As it 
was taught in a baraita, Rabbi Shimon says: A person may drag a bed, chair, 
and bench on the ground, as long as he does not intend to make a furrow 
in the ground. Even if a furrow is formed inadvertently, one need not be 
concerned. 


One of the Sages sat before Rav Adda bar Ahava, and he sat and said: The 

reason for the opinion of Rav, who prohibited lighting from one Hanukkah 
lamp to another, is due to contempt for the mitzva. Using the light for a 
purpose other than illumination demeans the mitzva of Hanukkah lights. Rav 
Adda bar Ahava said to his students: Do not listen to him, as the reason for 
Rav’s opinion is due to the fact that he thereby weakens the mitzva. By light- 
ing from lamp to lamp he slightly diminishes the oil and wick designated for 
the purpose of the mitzva. The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference 

between them? The Gemara answers: The practical difference between them 
is in a case where he lights directly from lamp to lamp, without using a wood 

chip or another lamp to light the second lamp. According to the one who said 

that Rav’s reason is due to contempt for the mitzva, directly from lamp to 

lamp he may even light ab initio, as, by lighting another Hanukkah lamp, he 

does not thereby demean the sanctity of the mitzva because the second lamp 

is also a mitzva. According to the one who said that Rav’s reason is because 

he weakens the mitzva, lighting directly from lamp to lamp is also prohib- 
ited, as ultimately he utilizes the mitzva lamp for a task that he could have 

accomplished with a non-sacred lamp. 


Rav Avya raised an objection from that which was taught in a Tosefta: A sela of 


NOTES 

Master of Abraham — om yas't aya: This ex- 
pression of astonishment was commonly used 
by Rav Yosef. It is explained elsewhere that after 
Rav Yosef fell ill, he forgot his Torah knowledge. 
Therefore, he was uncertain whether or not he 
remembered Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's ha- 
lakha accurately because the way he remem- 
bered it did not make sense (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


One who roofed the sukka in accordance 
with its halakhic requirements and decorat- 
ed it with colorful curtains - ann 72D 
Daya AW: No sukka decorations may be 
used for any other purpose during the festival 
of Sukkot. If one explicitly stipulated prior to 
the beginning of the Festival that he will use 
the decorations for a different purpose dur- 
ing the Festival (Rema), that use is permitted. 
Later commentaries wrote that the custom 
today is to refrain from making such stipula- 
tions (Magen Avraham). In general, the custom 
is to refrain from using the decorations hang- 
ing from the roofing of the sukka; however, 
ornaments hanging on the sukka walls may be 
used without prior stipulation. Nevertheless, it 
is preferable to stipulate with regard to those 
decorations as well (Rema), as per the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Sukka 6:16; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 638:2). 


One may light from lamp to lamp - ro 
ar) sya: Lighting one Hanukkah lamp directly 
from another is permitted. However, one may 
not kindle one Hanukkah lamp from another 
by means of anon-Hanukkah lamp, as Shmuel 
agrees that when there is an action that dis- 
plays contempt for the mitzva, it is prohibited. 
Others hold that Shmuel would permit lighting 
rom one lamp to another even under those cir- 
cumstances, as he rejected both explanations 
of Rav's opinion (Taz). Currently, the custom is 
o be stringent with Hanukkah lights and to 
refrain from lighting one lamp from another 
because the basic mitzva is to light just one 
ight, while the rest of the lights serve merely 
o enhance the mitzva. Therefore, lighting one 
amp from another involves contempt for the 
mitzva (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 674:1). 


One may untie from garment to garment — 
nD 73/0 PPA: It is permitted to remove rit- 
ual fringes from one garment only in order to 
attach them to a different garment (Magen 
Avraham), as per Shmuel’s statement and Rab- 
ba’s custom (Rambam Sefer Ahava Hilkhot Tzitzit 
1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 15:1). 


The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi 
Shimon in the case of dragging - "313 geral 
TVNI jiya: It is permitted to drag even 
large objects, e.g., a bed or a bench, across 
the ground on Shabbat so long as he does 
not intend thereby to create a furrow in the 
ground. If creation of a furrow is an inevitable 
consequence [pesik reishei] of his action, it is 
prohibited to drag that object (Magen Avraham; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Branches [parkilei] - orp: The origin 
of this word appears to be from the Greek 
gpayéMuovy, phragellion, from the Latin fla- 
gellum, meaning young, soft branches 
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To redeem other second-tithe produce with it -5n 
IIN W WY voy: As opposed to the fruits of the first 
ithe that are given to the Levites, the fruits of the sec- 
ond tithe must be brought to Jerusalem and eaten 
here. However, the distance to Jerusalem from certain 
places in Eretz Yisrael was great and transporting a large 
amount of fruit was a burden. In addition, there was the 
possibility that the fruit would spoil. The Torah allowed 
he redemption of the fruit of the second tithe with 
money, which would then be used to purchase food in 
Jerusalem (see Deuteronomy 14:22-27). 


Decree lest the weights not be precisely equal — 713 
vpbpwn ma x saw: The geonim and the Rambam 
wrote that there is room for concern lest the weights 
not be precise, and one consequently undervalue 
the weight of the tithe. A variant text reads: Lest the 
weights be precisely equal. That reading suggests that 
one might discover that the weight of the coins used 
to redeem the tithe or even the fruits themselves cor- 
responds to common weights. The concern is that he 
will use them to weigh non-sacred items (Meiri). 


And does God require its light — P% x17 mind D: 
Some commentaries explain the assumption that the 
phrase: Outside the veil of testimony, which seems ex- 
traneous, teaches that the purpose of the candelabrum 
was to provide light for the priests inside the Sanctuary, 
as they never ventured beyond the veil of testimony. 
Therefore, Rav Sheshet said that the candelabrum'’s light 
was not necessary for that purpose either, as the pillar of 
cloud provided light for the priests (see Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 


The lamps of the Temple candelabrum - nyia ni 
wpa: In this depiction of the Temple candelabrum, all 
of the wicks and flames face the middle branch. Accord- 
ing to this opinion, the branches of the candelabrum 
are aligned along a north-south axis and the central 
light, which is the westernmost lamp of the candela- 
brum,. provides perpetual light. 


Temple candelabrum 
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the second tithe, one may not weigh gold dinars with it" in order to 
determine their precise weight. And doing so is prohibited even if he 
is weighing the coin in order to redeem other second-tithe produce 
with it," as one may not derive benefit from tithe money. The Gemara 
discusses this matter: Granted, if you say that when Rav and Shmuel 
disagree it is with regard to a case when one lights from lamp to lamp, 
but with a wood chip, Shmuel prohibits lighting, this will not be a 
conclusive refutation of Shmuel’s opinion. But if you say that he 
permits lighting from lamp to lamp with a wood chip as well, this 
would be a conclusive refutation of his opinion, as the Sages did not 
permit use of and benefit from a sacred object even for the purpose of 
a similar sacred need. Rabba said: This is not difficult, as in the case 
of weighing tithe money the Sages prohibited doing so as a decree lest 
the weights not be precisely equal." One will discover that the weight 
of the gold dinars is not equal to the weight of the sela that he used to 
weigh them, and he will reconsider and render them unsanctified, 
i.e. they will maintain their original, non-sacred status. In that case, he 
will have used the tithe money for an unsanctified purpose. However, 
when one lights even a wood chip for the purpose of Hanukkah lights, 
it is clear that it is for the purpose of performing a mitzva, and there is 
no reason to issue a decree. 


Rav Sheshet raised an objection from that which was taught in a 
baraita. With regard to the Temple candelabrum, it is stated: “Outside 

the veil of the testimony, in the Tent of Meeting, shall Aaron order 
it from evening to morning before the Lord continually; it shall be a 

statute forever throughout your generations” (Leviticus 24:3). It must 
be understood: And does God require its light" for illumination at 
night? Didn’t the children of Israel, all forty years that they walked 

in the wilderness, walk exclusively by His light, the pillar of fire? 
Rather, the lighting of the candelabrum is testimony to mankind that 
the Divine Presence rests among Israel. The Gemara asks: What is 

this testimony? Rav said: That is the westernmost lamp in the can- 
delabrum in which the measure of oil placed was the same measure 

of oil as was placed in the other lamps, and nevertheless he would 

light the others from it each day and with it he would conclude, i.e., 
the westernmost lamp would continue burning throughout the day 
after all the others were extinguished. The rest of the lamps burned 

only at night, and each night he would relight the rest of the lamps 

from the westernmost lamp. But isn’t it true that here, in the Temple, 
since the lamps were fixed in the candelabrum, it was impossible to 

light directly from lamp to lamp? There was no alternative to taking 

a wood chip and lighting the rest of the lamps from the westernmost 
lamp. Consequently, it is difficult both according to the one who said 

that one may not light from lamp to lamp due to contempt for the 

mitzva and according to the one who said that one may not light from 

lamp to lamp due to weakening the mitzva. 


Rav Pappa explained that it need not necessarily be understood that 
way. Rather, there were long wicks in the candelabrum, which made 
it possible to reach and light directly from one lamp to another." How- 
ever, ultimately, according to the one who said that one may not light 
from lamp to lamp due to weakening the mitzva, it is difficult. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, the question remains difficult. 


HALAKHA 


The second tithe, one may not weigh gold dinars with it - 
amt i423 ppw Px aw Ww: The coins used to redeem the 
second tithe may not be utilized as weights to ascertain the 
weight of other coins, even if one plans to use those coins to re- 
deem other second-tithe produce (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 


Ma‘aser Sheni VeNeta Revai 3:19). 


Lighting the Temple candelabrum - w3pan mima nRT: 
The priests kindle the lamps in the Temple candelabrum ‘from 
the westernmost lamp by pulling the wick of the unlit lamp to 
the burning westernmost lamp, kindling it, and restoring the 
wick to its place (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
3:14). 
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In summary, the Gemara asks: What is the halakhic conclusion reached" 
about this matter in terms of lighting from lamp to lamp? Rav Huna, son 
of Rabbi Yehoshua, said: We see; if the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the one who said that kindling the Hanukkah light accom- 
plishes the mitzva and the rest is secondary, one may light from lamp” to 
lamp. The lighting itself is the essence of the mitzva of Hanukkah lights. 
And if the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the one who said 
that placing the lit lamp in a suitable place accomplishes the mitzva, then 
one may not light from lamp to lamp. According to that opinion, lighting 
is simply an auxiliary action that facilitates the fulfillment of the essence of 
the mitzva, which is placing the lamp in a place where its light can be seen 
by the public. Since lighting is merely a preparatory action, one may not 
demean the mitzva by lighting from lamp to lamp. 


After the issue of whether lighting accomplishes the mitzva or placing ac- 
complishes the mitzva was raised in the context of the previous discussion, 
the Gemara cites the discussion in its entirety. As a dilemma was raised 
before the Sages: In the case of the Hanukkah light, does lighting accom- 
plish the mitzva, and placing the lit lamp is simply a continuation of that 
action, or does placing the kindled lamp accomplish the mitzva, and 
lighting is simply a practical necessity that facilitates placing the lamp? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a solution to this dilemma from that 

which Rava said: One who was holding a burning Hanukkah lamp in his 

hand and standing," he did nothing in terms of fulfilling the mitzva. Con- 
clude from this that placing accomplishes the mitzva. Until he sets the 

lamp down in its appropriate place, he did not fulfill the mitzva. The Ge- 
mara rejects this: There, they said that he did not fulfill his obligation for a 

different reason. One who sees it will say that he is not holding the lamp in 

order to fulfill the mitzva, but he is holding it for his own needs. Since 

holding the lamp can mislead onlookers, he does not fulfill the mitzva in 

that manner. 


Come and hear another resolution for this dilemma from that which Rava 
said: One who lights the Hanukkah lamp inside the house and then takes 
it out and places it at the entrance to his house did nothing in terms of 
fulfilling the mitzva. Granted, if you say that lighting accomplishes the 
mitzva it is understandable, as lighting in its place is required. That is why 
Rava ruled that he did nothing in terms of fulfilling the mitzva. However, 
if you say that placing accomplishes the mitzva, why did Rava rule that 
he did nothing? Didn't he set it down in its appropriate place? The Ge- 
mara answers: There too, even though he subsequently brought it outside, 
one who sees him lighting inside will say to himself that he is lighting the 
lamp for his own needs and not in fulfillment of the mitzva. 


Come and hear another resolution from that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi said: 


A lantern that continued to burn" the entire day of Shabbat, at the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat one extinguishes it and lights it again as a Hanukkah light. 
Granted, if you say that lighting accomplishes the mitzva, the requirement 
to extinguish the lantern and relight it in order to fulfill the mitzva of kin- 
dling the Hanukkah light works out well. However, if you say that placing 
accomplishes the mitzva, this statement, which stated that one extin- 
guishes it and lights it, is imprecise. According to this opinion, it needed 
to say: One extinguishes it and lifts it from its place and sets it down and 
lights it, as only by placing the lamp in an appropriate place could one 
fulfill the mitzva of the Hanukkah light. Furthermore, there is additional 
proof that lighting accomplishes the mitzva. From the fact that we recite 
the following blessing over the mitzva of kindling the Hanukkah light: Who 
has made us holy through His commandments and has commanded us 
to light the Hanukkah light, the Gemara suggests: Conclude from this 
that lighting accomplishes the mitzva, as it is over lighting that one recites 
the blessing. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from this. 
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NOTES 


What is the conclusion about this matter — 
aby sym wea: This question is standard at the end 
of a discussion in which proofs are cited for both 
opinions, although neither is conclusive. 

In this context, the question is twofold. The 
first question is whether or not the assumption 
that remained difficult, but was not conclusively 
refuted, was ultimately rejected by halakha. The 
second question is whether the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav or in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Shmuel. Although 
Rabba's custom was in accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel, the principle in ritual, as 
opposed to civil, cases is that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rosh). 


BACKGROUND 
Lamp - 72: 


p 


Earthenware lamp from the talmudic period 


HALAKHA 


One who was holding a burning Hanukkah 
lamp in his hand and was standing - wnan my 
aiy M31 72: One who holds a Hanukkah lamp 
in his hand, lights it, and then remains stand- 
ing with it did not fulfill the mitzva. Similarly, 
one who kindled a Hanukkah lamp inside his 
house and then placed it outside did not fulfill 
the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 675:1). 


HALAKHA 


Lantern that continued to burn, etc. - nwwy 
ai ngbim pots nmm: One who wants to ful- 
fill his ‘obligation with a lantern or lamp that was 
burning during the day must first extinguish it 
and then relight it as a Hanukkah light. The rul- 
ing in the dispute in the Gemara is: The mitzva 
is accomplished by lighting the lights, as per the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 675:1). 
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NOTES 


A deaf-mute - wan: When the Sages employ the unmodi- 
fied term heresh the reference is to one who can neither 
hear nor speak. In the talmudic era, one with those dis- 
abilities did not, as a rule, have full mental capacity and 
was consequently exempt from all mitzvot in the Torah. 
However, if he has full mental capacity, he is considered 
like anyone else and is obligated (see Tosefot Rabbeinu 
Yehuda HaHasid). 


As they too were included in that miracle — »7 17 qx% 
Dat inixa: The Torah principle is that women are exempt 
rom time-bound positive mitzvot. There are exceptions, 
and lighting the Hanukkah lights is among them. 

The phrase: They too were included in that miracle, can 
be understood in another way. The miracle was caused 
due to the merit of women (Josafot). Various commentaries 
connect the episode of Judith and Holofernes, as well as 
he story of Hannah and her seven sons, to the miracle of 
Hanukkah. It is thanks to these righteous women that the 
miracle of Hanukkah transpired. 

Reading the Megilla on Purim and drinking the four cups 
of wine at the Passover seder are other exceptions to the ex- 
emption from time-bound positive mitzvot. Esther was the 
catalyst for the miracle of Purim. Similarly, the Sages said: 
Due to the merit of righteous women, Israel was redeemed 
from Egypt (Yalkut Shimoni Psalms 68). 


HALAKHA 


If a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor kindles it.. 

woman - TWX...JopIAbiv wan AYTI: A woman's os 
tion to kindle the Hanukkah lights i is the same as a man's. 
Indeed, a woman may recite the blessings on his behalf 
(Magen Avraham). A deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor 
who kindled the Hanukkah lights accomplished nothing. 
Some rule that a minor who reached the age of training is 
permitted to kindle Hanukkah lights. However, according 
to our custom, where each family member lights Hanuk- 
kah lights, a minor who has reached the age of training is 
obligated to light (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 675:3). 


A guest is obligated in lighting the Hanukkah light — 
MDM VA IRID: A guest whose family is not lighting 
for him at home is obligated to kindle Hanukkah lights 
where he is sleeping, assuming he has a lamp and a sepa- 
rate entrance where he could light (Mishna Berura). Alter- 
natively, he could contribute a peruta to defray the cost 
of the light and have the host include him in his lighting 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 677:1). 


And olive oil is the most select — yaan pa Mt paw: Olive 
oil is the preferred oil for kindling lights, especially Hanuk- 
kah lights (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:6, 673:1). 


All the oils are suitable for making ink — p> awa bs 
wt: Ab initio, sacred texts are written with ink made from 
either the soot from the smoke of burnt wood or from oils 
soaked in gallnut juice (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:3). 


The blessings over the Hanukkah light — %37 i512: On 
the first evening of Hanukkah, three blessings are recited: 
To light the Hanukkah light, and: Who performed miracles, 
and: Who has given us life. On the second night, one recites 
the first two blessings. If one did not light, does not plan to 
light, and on whose behalf no one is lighting in his home 
sees a burning Hanukkah light, he recites: Who performed 
miracles, and: Who has given us life, on the first night. On 
all succeeding nights, he recites: Who performed miracles 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 3:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 676:1-3). 


LANGUAGE 
Host [ushpiza] — x»swars: From the Middle Persian aspinj, 
meaning hotel or hospitality. 
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And, the Gemara remarks, now that we say that lighting ac- 
complishes the mitzva, there are practical ramifications. If a 
deaf-mute," an imbecile, or a minor, all of whom are of limited 
intellectual capacity and not obligated in mitzvot, kindled the 
Hanukkah light, he did nothing in terms of fulfilling the mitzva, 
even if an adult obligated in mitzvot subsequently set it down in 
its appropriate place. That is because placing a lit lamp does not 
constitute fulfillment of the mitzva. The lighting must be per- 
formed by a person with full intellectual capacity, obligated in 
mitzvot. However, a woman" certainly may light, as Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi said: Women are obligated in lighting the 
Hanukkah light, as they too were included in that miracle’ of 
being saved from the decree of persecution. 


Rav Sheshet said: A guest is obligated in lighting the Hanuk- 
kah light" in the place where he is being hosted. The Gemara 
relates that Rabbi Zeira said: At first, when I was studying in 
the yeshiva, I would participate with perutot, copper coins, 
together with the host [ushpiza],' so that I would be a partner 
in the light that he kindled. After I married my wife, I said: Now 
I certainly need not do so because they light on my behalf in 
my house. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: All the oils are suitable for the 
Hanukkah lamp, and olive oil is the most select" of the oils. 
Abaye said: At first, my Master, Rabba, would seek sesame oil, 
as he said: The light of sesame oil lasts longer and does not burn 
as quickly as olive oil. Once he heard that statement of Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi, he sought olive oil because he said: Its 
light is clearer. 


On a similar note, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: All the oils 
are suitable for making ink," and olive oil is the most select. 
A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What was Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Levi's intention: Did he mean that olive oil is the 
most select in terms of being the best for use to mix and knead 
with the soot produced from a fire in manufacturing ink; or did 
he mean for use to smoke, i.e., burning olive oil to produce 
smoke is the most select method of producing the soot used in 
manufacturing ink? Come and hear a resolution to this from that 
which Rav Shmuel bar Zutrei taught: All oils are suitable for 
ink, and olive oil is the most select, both to knead and to 
smoke. Rav Shmuel bar Zutra taught it this way: All types of 
smoke are good for ink, and olive oil is the most select. Simi- 
larly, Rav Huna said: All saps are good for strengthening the 
ink compound, and balsam sap is the best of all. 


Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: One who lights a Ha- 
nukkah light must recite a blessing. And Rabbi Yirmeya said: 
One who sees a burning Hanukkah light must recite a blessing 
because the mitzva is not only to kindle the light but to see the 
light as well. Therefore, there is room to recite a blessing even 
when seeing them. Rav Yehuda said: On the first day of Hanuk- 
kah, the one who sees burning lights recites two blessings, and 
the one who lights recites three blessings." From there on, from 
the second day of Hanukkah, the one who lights recites two 
blessings, and the one who sees recites one blessing. The Ge- 
mara asks: What blessing does he omit on the other days? The 
Gemara answers: He omits the blessing of time: Who has given 
us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time. The Gemara asks: 
And let us omit the blessing of the miracle: Who has performed 
miracles. The Gemara answers: The miracle is relevant on all of 
the days, whereas the blessing: Who has given us life, is only 
pertinent to the first time he performs the mitzva each year. 


Making ink — #71 n»wy: In talmudic times, various writing 
utensils and colored inks were used for writing on parchment 
and paper. Black was the most common color of ink. This ink 
was similar to India ink, a thick ink made from the soot of 


BACKGROUND 


the smoke of burnt wood or oil. The soot was collected and 
mixed with the appropriate quantity of oil. Sometimes sap was 
also added to the ink so that it would better adhere to the 
writing surface. 
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And what blessing does one recite? He recites: Who has made us holy 
through His commandments and has commanded us to light the 
Hanukkah light. The Gemara asks: And where did He command 
us?™ The mitzva of Hanukkah is not mentioned in the Torah, so how is 
it possible to say that it was commanded to us by God? The Gemara 
answers that Rav Avya said: The obligation to recite this blessing is 
derived from the verse: “You shall not turn aside from the sentence 
which they shall declare unto you, to the right, nor to the left” (Deuter- 
onomy 17:11). From this verse, the mitzva incumbent upon all of Israel 
to heed the statements and decrees of the Sages is derived. Therefore, 
one who fulfills their directives fulfills a divine commandment. Rav 
Nehemya said that the mitzva to heed the voice of the Elders of Israel 
is derived from the verse: “Ask your father, and he will declare unto 
you, your Elders, and they will tell you” (Deuteronomy 32:7). 


Rav Amram raised an objection from that which we learned in a mish- 
na: With regard to doubtfully tithed produce [demai], i.e., grain that 
was acquired from an am ha’aretz about which there is uncertainty 
whether or not he tithed it; one may use it to establish an eiruy, i.e., 
joining of courtyards and joining of borders, and to establish the merg- 
ing of alleys, and one recites a blessing before and after eating it, and 
one invites a quorum for recitation of Grace after Meals after eating it. 
Although the Sages said that one is required to separate tithes from demai, 
they allowed it to be used for specific purposes and in exigent circum- 
stances. And they said that one may separate the tithe from demai when 
he is naked and at dusk Shabbat eve, a time when separating tithes from 
actual untithed produce [tevel] is prohibited. And if you say that every 
action instituted by rabbinic ordinance requires a blessing, as fulfill- 
ment of rabbinic ordinances is based on the mitzva: You shall not turn 
aside, here, when he stands naked, how can he recite a blessing? Don’t 
we require fulfillment of the mitzva: “Therefore shall your camp be 
holy; that He see no unseemly thing in you, and turn away from you’ 
(Deuteronomy 23:15)? And the camp is not holy when one recites a 
blessing in a state of nakedness. Abaye said: There is room to distinguish 
between the cases: In a case where there is a definite mitzva by rab- 
binic law, a blessing is required. In a case where there is a rabbinic 
ordinance instituted due to uncertainty’ with regard to the circum- 
stances, as in the case of demai, which may or may not have been tithed 
already, a blessing is not required." 


) 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t the second day of a Festival in the Diaspora a 
rabbinic ordinance instituted due to uncertainty whether the first day 
or the second is the actual Festival, and nevertheless a blessing is re- 
quired? On the second day of the Festival one recites the same blessings 
as he does on the first. The Gemara answers: There, in the case of the 
second day of the Festival, the reason that blessings are required is so 
that people will not treat it with contempt. If Festival blessings were 
not required on the second day of the Festival, people would take its 
sanctity lightly. Rava said another reason: Demai is not considered to 
be an ordinance instituted by the Sages due to uncertainty. In fact, in 
most cases, an am ha’aretz tithes. The concern lest they do not tithe is 
nota full-fledged case of uncertainty. It is merely a case of suspicion for 
which the Sages did not institute a blessing. That is not the case with 
regard to the second day of a Festival. Even though it was instituted due 
to uncertainty, one must recite the Festival blessings. Since it was insti- 
tuted by the Sages, one is obligated to recite a blessing just as he recites 
blessings for other rabbinic ordinances. 


NOTES 


And where did He command us - 33% 13M: This question is often Demai refers to crops or fruit that were acquired from an am ha‘aretz. 
asked with regard to blessings recited over mitzvot of rabbinic ori- Even though the separation of tithes is a mitzva by Torah law, bless- 
gin. Here, the Gemara cites two sources. The first,"You shall not turn ings are only by rabbinic law. Therefore, the question whether or not 
aside; which is both simple and accepted halakha, was sufficient. = to recite a blessing when tithing demai, produce acquired from a am 


The Gemara preferred a source from a positive rather than a nega- 
tive mitzva and therefore cited the verse: “Ask your father” (Rabbi 


Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


haaretz, is a case involving uncertainty with regard to rabbinic law 
(Ritva). Others say that since by Torah law the buyer is exempt from 
tithing, demai is always a case of a rabbinic ordinance instituted due 


Rabbinic ordinance instituted due to uncertainty - 012711 p39: to uncertainty (Penei Yehoshua). 
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Rav Huna said: A courtyard that has two entrances" requires two 

lamps, one lamp at each entrance, so that it will be obvious that the resi- 
dents of this courtyard light properly. And Rava said: We only said this 

in a case where the two entrances face two different directions." How- 
ever, if they both face in the same direction one need not light at more 

than one entrance. The Gemara clarifies Rava's statement: What is the 

reason for this? If you say that it is because those who see the entrance 

without a lamp burning will harbor suspicion lest he does not kindle the 

Hanukkah light, whose suspicion concerns us? If you say that the con- 
cern is with regard to the suspicion of people who do not live in the city 
and are unfamiliar with the courtyard’s tenants, even when both en- 
trances face the same direction let them be required to light at both 

entrances because visitors are unaware that there are two entrances to that 
courtyard. And if the concern is with regard to the suspicion of the 

residents of that city, even when the two entrances face two different 

directions let them not be required to light at both entrances. The local 

residents know that only one person lives in the courtyard and will as- 
sume that ifhe did not light at one entrance he surely lit at the other. The 

Gemara answers: Actually, say that it is because of the suspicion of the 

residents of that city, and sometimes they pass this entrance and do not 

pass that one, and they say: Just as he did not light in this entrance, in 

that second entrance he also did not light. In order to avoid suspicion, 
it is preferable to light at both entrances. 


And from where do you say that we are concerned about suspicion? 
As it was taught in a Tosefta that Rabbi Shimon said: On account of four 
things the Torah said that one should leave pe’a," crops for the poor in 
the corner of his field, specifically at the end of his field." Only after one 
has cut virtually the entire field should he leave an uncut corner for the 
poor. He should not designate an area for pe’a in the middle of the field 
in the course of cutting the field. The reasons for this ruling are: Due to 
robbing the poor, and due to causing the poor to be idle, and due to 
suspicion, and due to the verse: “You shall not wholly reap the corner 
of your field” (Leviticus 23:22). The Gemara explains: Due to robbing 
the poor; so that the owner of the house will not see a time when the 
field is unoccupied and there are no poor people in the area. If he could 
designate pe’a as he wished, there is room to suspect that he might say to 
his poor relative: This is pe’a, in the place and at the time that he choos- 
es. He would thereby conceal the fact that there is pe’a in his field from 
other poor people. The result would be that, for all intents and purposes, 
he robbed pe’a from those with whom he did not share the information. 


HALAKHA 


Courtyard that has two entrances, etc. — 12) Dna "2 ay wo asm: 
One whose house or courtyard has two entrances facing i in different 
directions is obligated to light Hanukkah lamps at both entrances, so 
that he will not be suspected of failing to fulfill the mitzva. Some say 
that one who owns two houses, even if they face a single direction, is 
obligated to light in both houses (Rema in the name of Kolbo). In any 
case, one who lights in two entrances recites the blessings only once 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:8). 


The Torah said to leave pe’a at the end of his field - mia myag 


And Rava said: We only said this in a case where the two entrances 
face two different directions, etc. — nwa KYN max xd: KIINAN) 
aani: Most commentaries explain that Rava disagrees with Abaye 
and does not accept the distinction between cases of certainty and 
uncertainty with regard to rabbinic law. However, others say that Rava 
is merely offering a simpler explanation for not reciting a blessing on 
demai, and he does not disagree with Abaye with regard to the second 
day of a Festival and other cases (Ramban; Rashba). Apparently, the 
Rambam leans toward that explanation as well. 


The mitzva of pe'a — nga mya: “And when you reap the harvest of 


NOTES 


WW Vida AND rat: The pe‘a is separated only at the end of a field 
because of the reasons cited by Rabbi Shimon. If one separates pe'a in 
the middle of his field, the produce that he separated goes to the poor, 
and he is nevertheless required to separate the requisite amount of pea 
at the end of the field. The calculation is based on what remained in 
the field after he separated the first pe'a from the middle. The manner 
of fulfilling the halakha ab initio was established in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and, apparently, there is no dispute 
with regard to that aspect of the halakha (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Zeraim, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 2:12). 


your land, you shall not wholly reap the corner of your field, neither 
shall you gather the gleaning of your harvest. And you shall not glean 
your vineyard, neither shall you gather the fallen fruit of your vineyard; 
you shall leave them for the poor and for the stranger: | am the Lord 
your God" (Leviticus 19:9-10). Based on their understanding of these 
verses, the Sages established the halakhot of the mitzva of pea col- 
lected in tractate Pe'a. They even determined the percentage of the 
field that must be left as pea. Legally, pe'a is the property of all poor 
people, and the owner of the property is not allowed to give the pe'a 
to specific poor people whom he seeks to aid. 
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And due to causing the poor to be idle; so that the poor, who 
have no way of knowing when he is going to cut the grain and 
where in the field he is going to leave the pe’a, will not be sitting 
and observing until he designates the pe’a and constantly saying 
to themselves: Now the owner of the field is placing pe’a. Now 
that he leaves the pe'a in a defined area at the end of his field, and 
the poor people know exactly where they can receive their portion, 
they need not waste their time in anticipation. And due to suspi- 
cion; if one leaves the pe’a in the middle of the field, the poor will 
come and take their portion immediately when he designates the 
area of pe'a. When the owner then continues to cut and harvest 
the rest of the grain in the field, the pe’a will not be noticeable. 
Insisting that he leave pe’a at the end of the field ensures that 
passersby will not say: A person who did not leave pe’a in his 
field should be cursed. We learned that the fourth reason is due 
to the verse: You shall not wholly reap. The Gemara wonders: 
Aren't all of these reasons due to: You shall not wholly reap? All 
of the reasons explain that one may not reap his entire field and 
must leave pe'a at the end of his field. Rava said: The meaning of 
the last reason is that pe'a is separated that way due to cheaters. 
There is concern that a person would not leave pe’a at all. He would 
claim that he already separated it in the middle of his field and that 
the poor already came and took it. In order to bolster the mitzva 
of pe'a, the Sages instituted that it must be separated specifically 
at the end of one’s field. In terms of the discussion in the Gemara, 
apparently, the desire to avoid arousing suspicion is a factor taken 
into consideration in determining halakha. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Redifa said that Rav Huna said: Lighting an oil 
lamp that has two spouts,"® with one wick placed in each of the 
spouts, is considered to have fulfilled the obligation of kindling 
the Hanukkah light for two people. Similarly, Rava said: One 
who filled a bowl with oil and placed wicks all around it," if he 
overturned a vessel on top of it, it is considered to have fulfilled 
the obligation of lighting the Hanukkah light for several people, 
corresponding to the number of wicks. By overturning a vessel 
atop the bowl, each wick appears to be burning independently. If 
one did not overturn a vessel on top of it, he thereby made it 
appear like a type of bonfire. From afar, the light from all of the 
flames appear to be a single flame. And it is not even considered 
to have fulfilled the obligation of lighting the Hanukkah light for 
one person because the mitzva is specifically to light a flame and 
not a bonfire. 


Rava said: It is obvious to me that there is a fixed list of priorities. 
When a person is poor and must choose between purchasing oil 
to light a Shabbat lamp for his home or purchasing oil to light a 
Hanukkah lamp," the Shabbat lamp for his home takes prece- 
dence. That is due to peace in his home; without the light of that 
lamp, his family would be sitting and eating their meal in the dark. 
Similarly, if there is a conflict between acquiring oil to light alamp 
for his home and wine for the sanctification [kiddush] of Shab- 
bat day, the lamp for his home takes precedence due to peace 
in his home. However, Rava raised a dilemma: When the con- 
flict is between oil for a Hanukkah lamp or wine for kiddush of 
Shabbat day," what is the ruling in that case? Does kiddush of 
Shabbat day take priority because it is frequent, i.e., it is per- 
formed every week, and there is a principle: When there is a 
conflict between a frequent practice and an infrequent practice, 
the frequent practice takes precedence? Or, perhaps the Hanuk- 
kah lamp takes precedence due to publicity of the miracle? 
After he raised the dilemma, he then resolved it on his own and 
he ruled that, in that case, the Hanukkah lamp takes precedence 
due to publicity of the miracle. 


HALAKHA 


Oil lamp that has two spouts - nia nw ab ww 3): A pottery 

lamp with two spouts may be used on Hanukkah by two 

people, according to the mehadrin custom that calls for each 

person to light one light each night. However, according to 

the mehadrin min hamehadrin custom that calls for each per- 
son to add a light for each night, two people may not use the 

same two-spouted pottery lamp (Magen Avraham; Rambam 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 671:3). 


One who filled a bowl with oil and placed wicks all around 
it — nina mpm paw mwp xb: One who overturned a 
vessel onto a bowl of oil with wicks around its circumference 
before kindling the Hanukkah lights, each wick is considered 
an independent light. If he did not cover the bowl, it has the 
legal status of a bonfire and may not be used to fulfill the 
mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 
4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:4). 


Lamp for his home or a Hanukkah lamp - A319 Ww ima 7: 
One who lacks the means to purchase oil to kindle both 
the Shabbat and the Hanukkah lights should purchase and 
kindle the Shabbat lights (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaHanukka 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 263:3; 
6781). 


Hanukkah lamp and kiddush of Shabbat day - 73131 33 
nj» wamp: One who lacks the means to purchase both 
oil for the Hanukkah lights and wine for kiddush should 
purchase oil for Hanukkah, due to the obligation to publicize 
the miracle, as per the opinion of Rava. The same is true 
when the choice is between oil for Hanukkah and wine for 
havdala (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 
4:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 296:5; 6781). 


BACKGROUND 
Oil lamp that has two spouts — ni'a W ay ww va: 


Two spouts for wicks 
in the same pottery lamp 


Pottery lamp 
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HALAKHA 

As long as he neither lights too early nor 
too late - my? xv mp Kow: One may not 
kindle the Shabbat lights too early or too late. It 
is prohibited to kindle the Shabbat lights if one 
does not accept all of the prohibitions of Shab- 
bat at that time. However, it is permitted for one 
to kindle the Shabbat lights less than one-and- 
a-quarter hours before sunset [pelag haminha] 
and accept all of the Shabbat prohibitions im- 
mediately (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 263:4). 
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Rav Huna said: One who is accustomed to kindle lights" on Shabbat and 
Hanukkah will be rewarded and have children who are Torah scholars, 
who will disseminate the light of Torah. One who is meticulous in perform- 
ing the mitzva of mezuza merits a beautiful house on which to affix his 
mezuza. One who is meticulous in performing the mitzva of ritual fringes 
merits a beautiful garment. One who is meticulous in performing the 
mitzva of kiddush of the day merits and fills jugs of wine. The Gemara 
relates: Rav Huna was accustomed to pass by and teach at the entrance 
of the house of Rabbi Avin the carpenter. He saw that Rabbi Avin was 
accustomed to kindle many lights in honor of Shabbat. Rav Huna said: 
Two great men will emerge from here. Indeed, Rav Idi bar Avin and Rav 
Hiyya bar Avin, his two oldest sons, emerged from their family. On a 
similar note, the Gemara relates: Rav Hisda was accustomed to pass by 
and teach at the entrance of Rav Sheizvi’s father’s family home. He saw 
that Rav Sheizvi’s father was accustomed to kindle many lights in honor 
of Shabbat. Rav Hisda said: A great person will emerge from here. Indeed, 
Rav Sheizvi emerged from them." 


The Gemara relates that Rav Yosef’s wife would kindle the Shabbat lights 
late. Rav Yosef said to her: Wasn't it taught in a baraita with regard to the 
verse: “The pillar of cloud by day, and the pillar of fire by night, departed 
not from before the people” (Exodus 13:22), this teaches that the pillar of 
cloud would overlap with the pillar of fire? The pillar of fire would appear 
slightly before nightfall. And the pillar of fire would overlap with the pillar 
of cloud, as well. The pillar of cloud would appear slightly before daybreak. 
Therefore, in lighting the Shabbat lights it is also appropriate to light earlier, 
beginning Shabbat slightly before dark on Shabbat eve. She thought to 
kindle the lights much earlier, on Shabbat eve, long before nightfall. An 
Elder said to her, we learned: As long as he neither lights too early nor 
too late." 


Similar to the reward due one who kindles the Shabbat lights, Rava said: 
One who loves Sages will have children who are Sages. One who honors 
Sages will have sons-in-law who are Sages. One who stands in awe of the 
Sages" will himself become a Torah scholar. And if he is not capable and 
lacks the talent to become a Torah scholar, his statements will be received 
like the statements of a Torah scholar. 


We learned in the mishna that one may not light with burnt oil on Shabbat. 
The Gemara asks: What is burnt oil? Rabba said: It is oil of teruma that 
became ritually impure. And why did they call it burnt oil? Because its 
burning is imminent, as it is prohibited to eat this oil and one is obligated 
to burn it. The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that one may not light 
with it on Shabbat? The Gemara explains: Because it is a mitzva to burn 
it, the Sages issued a decree lest, in doing so, he come to adjust the wick 
in order to hasten its burning. Abaye said to him: But if what you say is so, 
that the reason for the prohibition is a concern lest he adjust it, then, on a 
Festival, when adjusting a wick is permitted, it should be permitted to light 
with burnt oil. Why then did we learn in the mishna: One may not light 
with burnt oil even on a Festival? The Gemara answers: It is a decree is- 
sued by the Sages prohibiting burning it even on a Festival, due to the 
prohibition to burn it on Shabbat. 


One who is accustomed to kindle lights - 124 Sana: Some 
commentaries explain that this statement refers to the Hanuk- 
kah lights that were discussed previously, while others hold 
that it refers to the Shabbat lights. Rashi indicates that it refers 
to both. Some interpret the phrase as referring to one who 
regularly lights lamps at home at night and uses the light for 
himself and his family to study Torah (Panim Masbirot, lyyun 
Ya‘akov). 


Lights and their reward — 09901 niay: Various commentar- 
ies attempt to explain what led Rav Huna to say two great 
people would emerge from that home, while Rav Hisda spoke 
of only one great person. According to the variant reading 


112s PEREK II: 23B°23347’3p9 


NOTES 


of the Gemara in the Rif and Tosafot, the first story uses the 
plural: Were accustomed, meaning that both the husband 
and wife were accustomed to kindling lights. The second 
story uses the singular: Was accustomed, meaning that 
only one of them would kindle the lights. Other authorities 
point out that Rav Avin, the carpenter, was accustomed and 
careful to light both Hanukkah and Shabbat lights. In Rav 
Sheizvi's family, they were only accustomed to light one of 
them (Meiri). 


One who loves the Sages.. 
one who stands in awe of the Sages — 1977107...j237 DONT1 
paw NTT.. «pa: Each reward mentioned here is measure for 


.one who honors the Sages... 


measure. One who loves the Sages will merit having children 
who will be loved both as children and as scholars. One who 
honors the Sages will have sons-in-law who will honor their 
in-laws and be honored by them. One who stands in awe of 
the Sages will merit the honor and awe of others, either as a 
Torah scholar or in other ways. 

Some commentaries wonder: Ostensibly, love is more sig- 
nificant than awe. Why then is the reward here greater for awe 
than for love? The Vilna Gaon emended the text accordingly. 
Others explained that there is no mitzva to love the Sages be- 
yond the mitzva to love all Jews. However, there is a mitzva to 
stand in awe of the Sages. Therefore, one who fulfills that mitzva 
merits a greater reward (Rabbi Ya'akov of Korvil). 
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Rav Hisda said: The reason for the prohibition against lighting a 
Shabbat lamp with burnt oil is different, as we are not concerned 
lest one come to adjust the wick. Rather, here, in our mishna, we 
are dealing with a Festival that fell on Shabbat eve, in which case 
he must kindle Shabbat lights on the Festival. One may not light a 
Shabbat lamp with burnt oil on a Festival because one may not 
burn consecrated items on a Festival," a prohibition that applies 
to teruma as well. The Gemara asks: But from the fact that we 
learned in the latter clause, i.e., the next mishna, that one may not 
light with burnt oil on a Festival, by inference, in the first clause 
of the mishna we are not dealing with a Festival but rather with a 
standard Shabbat. Rabbi Hanina from Sura said: This mishna must 
be understood in the following manner: These are not two distinct 
halakhot; rather, this mishna was stated employing the didactic style 
of what is the reason. What is the reason that one may not light 
with burnt oil on a Festival or on a Festival that falls on Shabbat 
eve? It is because one may not burn consecrated items on a 
Festival at all. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Hisda. All of these oils with which the Sages said that one may not 
light on Shabbat, one may light with them on a Festival, with the 
exception of burnt oil, because one may not burn consecrated 
items on a Festival. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the ruling with 

regard to the obligation to mention Hanukkah" in Grace after 

Meals?" The dilemma is: Since it is merely an obligation by rab- 
binic law, do we not mention it? Or, perhaps due to publicity of 
the miracle, we mention it. Rava said that Rav Sehora said that 

Rav Huna said: One does not mention it. And if, nevertheless, he 

comes to mention it, he mentions it in the blessing of thanksgiv- 
ing. The Gemara relates that Rav Huna bar Yehuda happened by 
Rava’s house on Hanukkah. When, after eating, he came to recite 

Grace after Meals, he thought to mention Hanukkah in the bless- 
ing: Who builds Jerusalem. Rav Sheshet said to the yeshiva stu- 
dents: One mentions Hanukkah in Grace after Meals just as he does 

in the Amida prayer. Just as in the Amida prayer one mentions 

Hanukkah in the blessing of thanksgiving, so too, in Grace after 

Meals one mentions Hanukkah in the blessing of thanksgiving." 


NOTES 


The topic of Hanukkah — maun pay: Tosafot wondered why the 
halakhot of Hanukkah were not discussed consecutively and are 
instead interrupted by unrelated matters. Some commentaries 
explain that based on Rabba’s reasoning, the Sages were espe- 
cially concerned that one might come to adjust the flame when 
using burnt oil. Since the same prohibition applies to Hanukkah 
lights kindled just before Shabbat, it is a Hanukkah related issue 
as well (Ritva). 


Just as in prayer one mentions Hanukkah in the blessing of 
thanksgiving, so too, in Grace after Meals one mentions Ha- 
nukkah in the blessing of thanksgiving — x yina man m 
AM T7A piva Na: Throughout the eight days of Hanukkah, the 
paragraph: For the miracles, is added to the Amida prayer in the 
blessing of thanksgiving. The same paragraph is added to Grace 
after Meals in the blessing of the land. One who forgot to recite 
it and concluded the Amida prayer or Grace after Meals need not 


HALAKHA 


What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention 
Hanukkah in Grace after Meals - nayaa main bw parm) ann 
iva: Since the essence of the holiday is publicizing the mira- 
cle, all authorities agree that Hanukkah should be mentioned 
during the prayers that are conducted in public. However, the 
Sages were uncertain as to whether or not Hanukkah must 
be mentioned in Grace after Meals, which is an individual 
matter (Ritva). 


repeat either of them because the additional paragraph was not 
instituted as a full-fledged obligation. One who reached the end 
of the blessing into which: For the miracles, was inserted and did 
not yet recite the words: Blessed are You, Lord, repeats the bless- 
ing and includes the addition for Hanukkah. Once one recited the 
words: Blesssed are You, even if he did not yet recite the word Lord, 
he does not repeat the blessing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 2:13, Hilkhot Berakhot 2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 682:1). 


NOTES 


Because one may not burn consecrated items on 
a Festival - sip ova Dw Ip portiv pxw: According to 
some commentaries, Rabba ruled that the prohibition 
applies only to burning consecrated items. Teruma is 
not included in this prohibition (Rashba). Others state 
that Rabba did not dispute the halakha that one may 
not burn teruma. Rather, he held that since one may 
burn teruma for personal enjoyment, it would have 
been permitted on a Festival if not for the decree. An- 
other opinion suggests that it is prohibited only when 
burned in a bonfire kindled for no purpose other than 
burning teruma (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 


What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention 
the New Moon in Grace after Meals — win wx vat) mn 
jiran n2122: One mentions the New Moon in the added para- 
graph: May there rise and come, in Grace after Meals. One who 
forgot to recite that paragraph need not repeat the blessing 
because there is no obligation to eat bread on the New Moon. 
However, if one did not begin the fourth blessing: Who is good 
and does good, he recites: Blessed... Who gave the New Moon 
to His people Israel for commemoration (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Berakhot 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 42471). 


The New Moon and the intermediate days of the Festival... 
one recites a...passage pertaining to the event - wtin wx 
ying pyn wixt...tvia bw tim: On the New Moon or during 
he intermediate days of a Festival, the paragraph: May there 
rise and come, which includes mention of the New Moon or the 
Festival, is added to the Amida prayer. One who omitted that 
paragraph must recite the Amida prayer again. The only excep- 
ion is the evening prayer on the New Moon. 

If one remembered: May there rise and come, before starting 
he blessing of thanksgiving, the paragraph may be recited there. 
f one started to recite the blessing of thanksgiving and only 
hen realized that he omitted the paragraph, he must repeat 
he Amida prayer from the beginning of the blessing of Temple 
service and include the paragraph that he omitted. 

If one remembered after he finished the Amida prayer, while 
he is reciting the entreaties that he customarily recites after the 
Amida but before he moved his feet, he must repeat the Amida 
prayer from the beginning of the blessing of Temple service and 
include the paragraph that he omitted. 

If one completed the Amida prayer and is uncertain whether 
or not he recited: May there rise and come, he need not repeat 
he Amida (Rema). The Mishna Berura writes that many authori- 
ies disagree with the Rema on this point and conclude that he 
must repeat the Amida prayer. Later commentaries add that if he 
had in mind to recite: May there rise and come, but some time 
after completing the Amida prayer he is uncertain whether or not 
he in fact recited it, he need not repeat the Amida. If the uncer- 
ainty arose immediately after he concluded the Amida prayer, 
he is required to repeat it (Tosefta; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 210; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 422:1; 490:2). 


Mention on fast days — ninyna M317: On fast days, one adds 
he paragraph: Answer us, to each of the Amida prayers. The 
custom, based on the opinion of the geonim, is that an individual 
adds that paragraph to the afternoon prayer. There is concern that 
if one were to recite the paragraph in the morning prayer and 
then fail to complete the fast, he would end up contradicting 
the prayer that he recited in the added paragraph. During a com- 
munal fast, even an individual recites: Answer us, in the morning 
prayer. The Rema disagrees (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 565:1, 3). 


If one did not mention it, we do not require him to return to 
the beginning of the prayer and repeat it — px “vate x ON} 
inin pina: One who failed to recite: Answer us, on a communal 
fast need not repeat the Amida prayer. If he remembered prior 
to moving his feet at the end of the Amida, before he recited 
the verse: May the words of my mouth, he recites: Answer us, 
at that point without the concluding blessing (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 565:2). 


What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention 
Hanukkah in the additional prayer — 73130 by vor ma 
papa: One mentions Hanukkah in the additional prayer on 
Shabbat and on the New Moon of Tevet, as per the opinions of 
Rav Nahman and Rabbi Yohanan and the subsequent explicit 
ruling of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 2:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 682:2). 
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Based on the previous dilemma, an additional dilemma was 
raised before the Sages: What is the ruling with regard to the 
obligation to mention the New Moon in Grace after Meals?" 
The dilemma is: If you say that on Hanukkah, since it is only by 
rabbinic law, one need not mention it in Grace after Meals; 
perhaps the New Moon, which is by Torah law, one is required 
to mention it. Or, perhaps since it is not a day on which it is 
prohibited to perform labor, one need not mention it. The 
Sages disputed this matter: Rav said: One mentions the New 
Moon in Grace after Meals. Rabbi Hanina said: One does not 
mention it. Rav Zerika said: Take the halakha of Rav in your 
hand as authoritative, since Rabbi Oshaya holds in accordance 
with his opinion. As Rabbi Oshaya taught in a Tosefta: Days on 
which there is an additional offering sacrificed in the Temple, 
i.e., the New Moon and the intermediate days of a Festival; in 
the evening, morning, and afternoon prayers, one recites the 
eighteen blessings of the Amida prayer and says a passage per- 
taining to the event" of the day during the blessing of Temple 
service. And if he did not recite it, we require him to return 
to the beginning of the prayer and repeat it. And on those days, 
there is no kiddush recited over the cup of wine at the start of 
the day, but there is mention of the day recited in Grace after 
Meals, in accordance with Rav’s opinion. Days on which there 
is no additional offering, i.e., Monday, and Thursday, and fast 
days, and non-priestly watches [ma’amadot],° have a different 
legal status as detailed below. 


Before drawing a conclusion, the Gemara seeks to clarify: Mon- 
day and Thursday, what is their purpose in this discussion, i.e., 
why are Monday and Thursday mentioned here if no special 

prayers are recited on those days? The Gemara explains: Rather, 
certainly the reference is to Monday and Thursday and Monday 
that are fast days" for rain and of ma’amadot. On those days, in 

the evening, morning, and afternoon prayers, one recites 

eighteen blessings and recites a passage pertaining to the event 

of the day, i.e., the fast, in the blessing: Who listens to prayer. 
However, if one did not mention it, we do not require him to 

return to the beginning of the prayer and repeat it." And, on 

those days, there is no kiddush recited over a cup of wine, and 

there is no mention of the day recited in Grace after Meals. 


An additional dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is 
the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention Hanukkah 
in the additional prayer" on Shabbat during Hanukkah or on 
the New Moon of Tevet, which falls during Hanukkah? The 
sides of the dilemma are: Do we say that since Hanukkah has 
no additional prayer of its own, and the additional prayer has 
no connection to Hanukkah, we do not mention it? Or, per- 
haps it is the essence of the day that is obligated in the mention 
of Hanukkah, in which case there is no distinction between the 
various prayers, and it should be mentioned in all four prayers, 
including the additional prayer on Shabbat and the New Moon. 
There is a dispute: Rav Huna and Rav Yehuda both said: One 
does not mention it. Rav Nahman and Rabbi Yohanan both 
said: One mentions it. 


Non-priestly watches [ma‘amadot] - nivayn: In the Temple 
era, priests and Levites were divided into twenty-four watch- 
es. Each watch served in the Temple for one week, twice or 
three times a year. The entire nation was also divided into 
twenty-four watches, with each watch attached to a specific 
group of priests. During the week when the priestly watch 
was on duty in the Temple, some members of the corre- 


BACKGROUND 


sponding non-priestly watch were dispatched to Jerusalem 
to serve in the Temple, and others would assemble in various 
cities throughout the land. The representatives of the non- 
priestly watch would perform certain rituals, such as reading 
special portions of the Torah and fasting several days that 
week. Vestiges of the customs of the non-priestly watch are 
found in various prayer books. 
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: This opinion of Rav Huna and Rav 
Yehuda is Rav’s opinion, as Rav Giddel said that Rav said: In 

the case of the New Moon that occurs on Shabbat, the one 

who recites the portion from the Prophets [haftara] on Shab- 
bat need not mention the New Moon in the blessing, as, if it 
were not Shabbat, there would be no reading from the Proph- 
ets on the New Moon. The haftara is unrelated to the New 
Moon, and therefore the New Moon is not mentioned in the 

blessing. The same should be true with regard to mention of 
Hanukkah in the additional service on the New Moon, as, if it 

were not the New Moon, he would not be reciting the addi- 
tional service on Hanukkah. Therefore, when he recites the 

additional prayer, he need not mention Hanukkah. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison. Is this comparable? There, 
reading from the Prophets is not at all part of the service on 
the New Moon. Here, there is mention of Hanukkah in the 
evening, morning, and afternoon prayers. Rather, it is com- 
parable to this: As Rav Ahadvoi said that Rav Mattana said 
that Rav said: On a Festival that occurs on Shabbat, one who 
recites the portion from the Prophets during the afternoon 
service? on Shabbat need not mention the Festival, as, if it 
were not Shabbat, there would be no reading from the Proph- 
ets during the afternoon service on a Festival. If so, even 
though there is a haftara during the morning service on a Festi- 
val, since they do not read from the Prophets in the afternoon, 
the reading is considered totally unrelated to the Festival and 
one does not mention the Festival. The same is true with regard 
to Hanukkah. One does not mention Hanukkah in the addi- 
tional prayer. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is notin accordance 
with any of these halakhot; rather, it is in accordance with 
that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: On Yom Kippur 
that falls on Shabbat, one who recites the day’s closing prayer 
[ne’ila]" must mention Shabbat even in that prayer, although 
ne ila is not recited every Shabbat. The reason for this is that on 
Yom Kippur, the day itself is obligated in four prayers, i.e., 
morning, additional, afternoon, and closing. When it occurs on 
Shabbat, one must mention Shabbat in each of the prayers. Ap- 
parently, on a day that has a unique character, that character is 
manifest in all sacred aspects of the day; those engendered by 
the day itself as well as those engendered by other factors. 


The Gemara challenges this: It is difficult, as there is a contradic- 
tion between one halakha and another halakha. On the one 

hand, you said that the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. And, on the other hand, 
we hold that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rava, which contradicts the first halakha, as Rava said: On a 

Festival that occurs on Shabbat," the prayer leader who de- 
scends before the ark to recite the prayer abridged from the 

seven blessings of the Shabbat evening Amida prayer need not 

mention the Festival, as, ifit were not also Shabbat, the prayer 

leader would not descend before the ark to recite this prayer 
during the evening prayer on a Festival. The Gemara reverts 

to the previous assumption that an element that does not arise 

from the essential halakhot of the day is considered foreign to it 

and is not mentioned. 


BACKGROUND 


Portion from the Prophets [haftara] during the afternoon ser- 
vice — apaa TWAT: The mishna states explicitly that the Torah 
is read during the afternoon service on Shabbat, but no portion 
rom the Prophets [haftara] is read then. However, apparently, 
hat statement reflected the specific local custom, while in other 
ocales, throughout many generations, there was a custom to 
read a portion from the Prophets after the Torah reading during 
he Shabbat afternoon service. These readings were always from 
he chapters of consolation in the book of Isaiah and were ten 
verses long. Persecution of the Jews by the Persian kings brought 
his custom to a halt in Babylonia and in other Jewish centers. 
evertheless, in certain communities in Persia and in Media, this 
custom was preserved through the period of the geonim. 


HALAKHA 


And the halakha is not in accordance with any of these 
halakhot - xnnyaw xt bap xno my: It is not clear to which 
of the aforementioned halakhot this statement is referring. Cer- 
tainly, those halakhot with regard to prayers are rejected. How- 
ever, some authorities rule that mention of the New Moon in the 
blessings recited after the portion read from the Prophets on 
Shabbat is not required because Rav Giddel’s statement was not 
categorically rejected. Other commentaries explain that although 
one need not mention the New Moon at the conclusion of the 
blessing, the phrase: This day of rest and this day of the New 
Moon, is mentioned in the body of the blessing. The halakha is 
in accordance with the first opinion (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 12:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 284:2). 


On Yom Kippur that falls on Shabbat, one who recites the clos- 
ing prayer [ne’ila], etc. - Donan nawa nvm Sow oyaa o 
3) nyy: When Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, Shabbat is men- 
tioned even in the closing prayer. If either an individual or the 
prayer leader neglected to mention Shabbat, the closing prayer 
must be repeated. In the confession that follows the Amida prayer, 
the prayer leader, not the individual, mentions Shabbat. If the 
prayer leader forgot to mention Shabbat during the confession, 
he need not repeat the prayer (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 2:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 623:3). 


Festival that occurs on Shabbat - nawa nib nw aiv oF: In 
the blessing abridged from the seven blessings of the Shabbat 
Amida prayer, recited by the prayer leader after the silent evening 
prayer, there is neither mention of a Festival nor of Yom Kippur 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 9:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 268:9, 619:3). 
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BACKGROUND 

Sheep's tail [alya] - mone: The alya is the long, thick, fatty 
tail of the genus of sheep that was common in Eretz Yisrael 
and the surrounding areas during the Temple era. The tail 
covered the entire back of the sheep to the extent that it was 
difficult to ascertain the gender of the sheep, particularly in 
younger animals. The Torah commands that when a sheep 
is brought as a peace-offering, the tail is one of the parts of 
the animal burned on the altar. This applied only to sheep, 
as other animals that were sacrificed, e.g., goats, did not 
have this kind of tail. 


Sheep 


And the opinions are not defined — 2»D1a xy: This expres- 
sion describes a situation where two opinions are discussed 
and it is unclear which Sage holds which opinion, although 
there is clearly a dispute. At times, the Gemara seeks to de- 
termine which of the Sages stated which opinion. 


Naphtha [neft] - 253: Naphtha, crude oil extracted from 
the ground, was a common fuel in several countries in the 
ancient world. During the Middle Ages it was not used and 
it was virtually unknown in Europe (see Rashi here). It is ap- 
parent from the description in the Gemara that not only did 
they use crude oil that burst from the ground, like the people 
of Cappadocia that have nothing but naphtha, as described 
below on 26a, p. 122, they even successfully refined it. The 
Gemara is apparently the first historical source that describes 
the production of white naphtha, which is one of the prod- 
ucts of refining crude oil. Since white naphtha was refined, it 
would vaporize and burn more quickly, as the Gemara said: 
White naphtha is volatile. The techniques of refining crude 
oil first appear in other sources approximately five hundred 
years after the talmudic era. 


_ HALAKHA 

One may not light with tar [tran] - pwya rot px: One 
may not use tar as fuel for lighting the Shabbat lamp be- 
cause it has a foul odor. Consequently, there is concern that 
one might light the lamp and leave without fulfilling the 
obligation to eat by the light of the Shabbat lights (Tosafot), 
as per the explanation of Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 5:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:3). 


With all oils - Daw boa: One is permitted to light the 
Shabbat lamp with any oil. However, everyone agrees that 
olive oil is preferred (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 5:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:6). 


Burning consecrated items on a Festival - wvwp now 
sip Diva: On a Festival, one may not burn ritually impure con- 
secrated items (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 3:8). 


NOTES 

From where are these matters derived — syn samara: It 
would have been appropriate to ask, why is burning conse- 
crated items and specifically burning teruma prohibited on 
a Festival? First of all, there is a positive mitzva to burn con- 
secrated items, which should override the negative mitzva 
of the Festival. Second, since lighting a fire is permitted on 
Festivals, burning consecrated items should have been per- 
mitted as well (Rashba). 
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This challenge is rejected: How can you compare? There, actually, 
even on Shabbat, the prayer leader need not repeat the prayer, just 
as the prayer is not repeated any other evening. It was the Sages 
who instituted repetition of the prayer due to concern for potential 
danger. The Sages sought to slightly delay those leaving the syna- 
gogue to enable people who came late to leave together with the 
rest of the worshippers. This was necessary because synagogues 
were often located beyond the city limits, and it was dangerous to 
walk alone at night. This repetition of the prayer does not stem from 
the obligation of the day but was instituted for another purpose. 
However, here, on Yom Kippur, it is the day that is obligated in 
four prayers, and therefore on each day that there are added prayers, 
one must mention the events that occurred on that day in those 
prayers just as he does in all the standard prayers. 


And we learned in the mishna that one may not light with the 
sheep’s tail® or with fat. Nahum the Mede says that one may light 
using cooked fat. And the Rabbis say that one may not light with it 
whether or not it is cooked. The Gemara asks: Isnt the opinion of 
the Rabbis identical to the unattributed opinion of the first tanna 
in the mishna? The Gemara answers: The practical difference be- 
tween them is with regard to what Rav Beruna said that Rav said 
that one may light with cooked fat to which oil was added. One of 
the tanna’im accepts this opinion as halakha and permits lighting 
with it, and the other prohibits it, and the opinions are not defined.’ 
Although it seems from the formulation of the mishna that they 
differ on this point, it is unclear what the opinion of each tanna is. 


MI S HN A In continuation of the previous mishna, this 


mishna adds that one may not light with 
burnt oil on a Festival, as the Gemara will explain below. With 
regard to lighting Shabbat lamps, there were Sages who prohibited 
the use of specific oils. Rabbi Yishmael says that one may not light 
with tar [itran]" in deference to Shabbat because tar smells bad 
and disturbs those in the house. And the Rabbis permit lighting 
with all oils" for lamps as long as they burn properly; with sesame 
oil, with nut oil, with turnip oil, with fish oil, with gourd oil, with 
tar, and even with naphtha [neft].° Rabbi Tarfon says: One may 
light only with olive oil in deference to Shabbat, as it is the choicest 
and most pleasant of the oils. 


È E M A RA With regard to the statement of the mishna 


that one may not light with burnt oil on a 
Festival, the Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The Ge- 
mara answers: Because, in general, one may not burn consecrated 
items on a Festival." With regard to the fundamental principle that 
one may not burn consecrated items on a Festival, the Gemara asks: 
From where are these matters derived?" Hizkiya said, and one of 
the Sages from the school of Hizkiya taught the same, that which 
the verse said: “And you shall let nothing ofit remain until morn- 
ing; but that which remains of it until morning you shall burn 
with fire” (Exodus 12:10), requires explanation. As the Torah did 
not need to state until morning the second time. It would have 
been sufficient to state: But that which remains of it you shall burn 
with fire. Rather, why does the Torah state until morning? The 
verse comes to provide him with the second morning for burning. 
Leftover meat of the Paschal lamb is not burned on the following 
morning, which is a Festival, but rather on the following day, the 
first of the intermediate days of the Festival. From there itis derived 
that burning consecrated items on a Festival is prohibited. 


Abaye said: This is derived from another verse, as the verse said: 

“This is the burnt-offering of each Shabbat on its Shabbat” (Num- 
bers 28:10). Only the burnt-offering of Shabbat is sacrificed on 
Shabbat, and not a weekday burnt-offering on Shabbat, and not 
a weekday burnt-offering on a Festival. Apparently, performing 
this mitzva is prohibited even on a Festival, since it was not explic- 
itly enumerated among the actions permitted on a Festival. 


12> MIT” NTP WX WX KIT 
PYV NN- KIT "aay mys 
ANN xb toon Nh) - naa 

aim boa NNT 


- NIW CNW R WN 11 


Perek II 
Daf25 Amud a 


K nwy aiw oi a> mm Twy 
Kb ny anit nwy PX) nwyn 
TEN TWYN 


- Sima KI PENT NYT stp OPA 
37 WO PRAYY ND DT VIW 
wp qi) myaw ows 
ny ane myn JD aav 
TNA TAN) ANDI ANAT 
IPD Ta WPA Aya nwa 
ee esa ee 


mK VA AD Wx yam 31 


mye JPAM TAA ANY’ WIP WE 
mina nwa Din mwa 
ayn AANA nns aI ana 
NYO WON) ANY TAMA NIN) 
non “appa MO aby - hy 

spear 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rava said: This is derived from a different verse, as the verse said 
with regard to the laws of a Festival: “No manner of work shall be 
done in them, save that which every man must eat, that alone may 
be done by you” (Exodus 12:16). From the word that, it is derived 
that for sustenance, one is permitted to perform prohibited labor 
ona Festival, but not for facilitators of sustenance. Although cook- 
ing is permitted, actions that involve prohibited labors for the pur- 
pose of facilitating cooking are prohibited. From the word alone, it 
is derived: And not circumcision performed not at its appointed 
time, i.e., a circumcision may be performed on a Festival only if it 
is on the eighth day. A circumcision that was postponed may not be 
performed on a Festival. It is possible that license to perform the 
postponed circumcision on a Festival could have been derived by 
means of an a fortiori inference.’ Therefore, the verse explicitly 
prohibited doing so. The same is true with regard to burning con- 
secrated items. Although the Torah commands burning conse- 
crated items, it was not permitted on a Festival since there is no 
obligation to do so specifically on that day. 


Rav Ashi said: It is derived from a different source. In the verses 
that speak of the Festivals, as opposed to the term Shabbat, the term 
shabbaton (Leviticus 23:24.) appears. 


The latter term is a positive mitzva to rest. And, if so, observance of 
a Festival is a mitzva that was commanded with both a positive 

mitzva to rest and a prohibition: “You shall do no manner of 
servile work” (Leviticus 23:8). And there is a principle that a posi- 
tive mitzva, e.g., burning consecrated items whose time has expired, 
does not override a mitzva that was commanded with both a pro- 
hibition and a positive mitzva, e.g., observance of the Festival. 


By inference, the conclusion is that, specifically on a Festival, light- 
ing with burnt oil is prohibited. During the week one may well do 
so. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this distinction? It 
would be reasonable to say that it is prohibited to derive any benefit 
from teruma that became ritually impure. Rav said: Just as there is 
a mitzva to burn consecrated items that became ritually impure, 
so too, there is a mitzva to burn teruma that became ritually im- 
pure, and the Torah said: While it is being destroyed, derive 
benefit from it. The Gemara asks: Where did the Torah say this? 
Where is there an allusion to this in the Bible? The Gemara answers: 
It can be derived from the statement of Rav Nahman, as Rav 
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: The verse said: “And I, 
behold, I have given you the charge of My terumot” (Numbers 
18:8). From the amplification of the plural: My terumot, it is derived 
that the verse is speaking of two terumot, one teruma that is ritu- 
ally pure and one teruma that is ritually impure. And God said: 
“Ihave given you,’ i.e. it shall be yours, and you may derive benefit 
from it." Since there is a stringent prohibition against eating it, the 
benefit permitted is to burn it beneath your cooked dish. Similar 
forms of benefit may also be derived from burning teruma. 


HALAKHA 


Benefiting from teruma that is ritually impure - TANNA TYIT 
map: Although eating ritually impure teruma is prohibited, a 
priest is permitted to benefit from burning it. It is prohibited for 
all other Jews to derive benefit from burning teruma. However, 
if a priest is benefitting from burning teruma, a non-priest may 


benefit along with him. Therefore, in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
the Sages permitted burning ritually impure teruma for certain 
communal purposes with the permission of the priests (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 331:19, and in the comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 
Derived by means of an a fortiori inference - bpa NINT 
aim: Many commentaries discussed the essence of this a 
fortiori inference (see Tosafot). Contrary to the majority of the 
commentaries, who explained that the Gemara means that, 
if not for the verse, circumcision would have been derived by 
means of an a fortiori inference, there is another explanation. 
The prohibition of burning consecrated items on a Festival is 
derived by means of an a fortiori inference from circumcision. 
The mitzva of circumcision is so significant a mitzva that it 
overrides Shabbat. Nevertheless, when its appropriate time 
has passed, it no longer overrides the prohibition of Shabbat 
or even that of a Festival. All the more so the obligation to 
burn consecrated items, which, unlike circumcision, lacks a 
definite time, and the thirteen covenants of circumcision 
do not apply to it, is prohibited on a Festival (Rav Hai Gaon). 


NOTES =————————_- 
Positive mitzva and a prohibition - nwyn x) my: The 
Gemara in tractate Yevamot arrives at a conclusion accepted 
throughout the Talmud that a positive mitzva overrides a 
negative mitzva in a case where both are in effect simul- 
taneously. However, as a rule, a positive mitzva does not 
override another positive mitzva, unless explicitly stated 
otherwise in the Torah. All the more so, a positive mitzva 
does not override both a positive mitzva and a prohibition. 
Therefore, it was important in this context to emphasize that 
on a Festival there is the positive mitzva to rest and refrain 
from performing labor in addition to the prohibition against 
performing labor. 
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BACKGROUND 


And what did you see — mg] ma: This expression has a 
standard meaning. It is used when an apparently arbitrary 
distinction is suggested between different matters. In that 
case, the question: What did you see that led you to that 
conclusion, forces the Gemara to provide a rationale for dis- 
tinguishing between those matters in that manner. 


Mnemonic — y12°B: Acronyms are used throughout the Tal- 
mud as mnemonic devices. In general, the acronyms assist 
the Sages in remembering discussions in which numer- 
ous opinions are cited consecutively, potentially leading 
to confusion between the names of the speakers or their 
opinions. Acronyms were also composed as summaries of 
halakhot, as in the case of yod, ayin, lamed, kuf, gimmel and 
mem that represent the disputes between Abaye and Rava 
where, anomalously, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Abaye. 

Not all mnemonics are identical. Most are acronyms, al- 
though they do not always consist of the first letter of each 
word. The mnemonic on 25b, p. 120, mem, tet, kuf, samekh, is 
a mnemonic of the Sages who addressed the issue at hand: 
Meir, Tarfon, Akiva, and Yosei. There are also mnemonics in 
the form of a sentence composed of several key words, and 
sometimes folk expressions served as mnemonics for a series 
of halakhot (see below, 63a, p. 305). 
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And if you wish, say instead an alternative manner to derive this 
halakha, from the statement of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is written in the confession of 
the tithes: “I have not eaten thereofin my mourning, neither have 
I destroyed from it while impure” (Deuteronomy 26:14). By 
inference: From it" you may not destroy, but you may destroy 
the oil of teruma that has become ritually impure. The Gemara 
asks: And say differently: From it you may not destroy, but you 
may destroy and derive benefit from burning consecrated oil 
that became ritually impure. 


The Gemara responds: That possibility is unacceptable. Is it not 
an a fortiori inference? If with regard to the tithe which is lenient, 
the Torah said: Neither have I destroyed from it, while impure, 
items consecrated to the Temple, which are more stringent, all 
the more so that it is prohibited to burn it while ritually impure. 


The Gemara rejects this: If so, that this matter is derived through 
an a fortiori inference, then, with regard to teruma as well, let us 
say that it is an a fortiori inference, as teruma is more stringent 
than tithes. If it is prohibited to benefit from tithes while they are 
burning, all the more so would one be prohibited to benefit from 
the teruma while it is burning. The Gemara answers: Doesn’t it 
say: From it? From there it is derived that there is an item ex- 
cluded from the prohibition of burning in ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see’ that led you to conclude 
that “from it” comes to exclude teruma? Perhaps “from it” comes 
to exclude consecrated items. The Gemara replies: It is reasonable 
that I do not exclude consecrated items from the prohibition 
against benefiting from its burning, as with regard to consecrated 
items there are many stringent elements. Their Hebrew acronym 
is peh, nun, kuf, ayin, kaf, samekh, which is a mnemonic" for the 
following terms. Piggul: With regard to an offering, if, during one 
of the services involved in its sacrifice, i.e., slaughter, receiving the 
blood, bringing it to the altar, sprinkling it on the altar, the priest 
or the one bringing the offering entertains the thought of eating 
the sacrifice at a time that is unfit for eating, it is thereby invali- 
dated. Notar: Meat ofa sacrifice that remained beyond its allotted 
time may not be eaten and must be burned. Korban me’ila: One 
who unwittingly derives benefit from consecrated items is required 
to bring a guilt-offering for misuse of consecrated items. 
Karet:The punishment of one who eats consecrated items while 
ritually impure is karet. Asur le’onen: An acute mourner, i.e., one 
whose relative died that same day and has not yet been buried, is 
prohibited to eat consecrated items. None of these halakhot ap- 
plies to teruma. Therefore, consecrated items are more stringent 
than teruma, and therefore it is consecrated items that are not ex- 
cluded from the prohibition against deriving benefit while ritually 
impure. 


NOTES 


The Talmud’s approach to the matter of “from it” - now 
nyag” paya Taban: The fundamental difficulty in this deri- 
vation is to find a middle ground between two conclusions 
derived from a single verse. From the verse in the confession of 
the tithes, one could derive that use of ritually impure second- 
tithe produce for any purpose is prohibited and that one may 
not even derive benefit from burning it. At the same time, the 
verse does not establish a general halakha. On the contrary, the 
prohibition is apparently restricted to second-tithe as derived 
rom the emphasis on the word “from” in the expression: “Nei- 
her did | destroy from it’, as opposed to: And | did not destroy, 
or: | did not destroy it. 

On the other hand, it is well-known that Torah law can 
be derived by means of an a fortiori inference. The second 
ithe is the most lenient of all types of consecrated items 
and teruma because it lacks intrinsic sanctity and is not pro- 
hibited to non-priests. Its only restriction is that it must be 
eaten in Jerusalem. More stringent consecrated items, such 


as teruma and sacrifices, may be derived from it a fortiori. 


Therefore, with regard to burning ritually impure consecrated 


items, there is, on the one hand, a tendency to prohibit doing 
so by means of an a fortiori inference from second tithe. On 
he other hand, one could permit doing so because of the 
exclusionary phrase, “from it,” which restricts the prohibition 
o a case of second tithe. Since there is room both to expand 
and restrict the prohibition, one must consider what elements 
are included and what elements are not included within 
hat prohibition. 


Mnemonic — p39: There are different methods used to 
create these mnemonics: Here the acronym peh, nun, 
kuf, ayin, kaf, and samekh is formed from the first or 
other significant letters of the words piggul, notar, kor- 
ban, me'ila, karet, and asur. The other mnemonic, mem, 
het, peh, and zayin, is an acronym for mita, homesh, pidyon, 
and zarim. 
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The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, it is teruma that I would 
not exclude from the prohibition, as, with regard to teruma, there 
are many stringent elements represented by the acronym mem, het, 
peh, zayin, which is a mnemonic for the following: Mita: One for 
whom teruma is prohibited who ate it intentionally is punishable by 
death at the hand of Heaven. Homesh: A non-priest, for whom 
teruma is prohibited, who unwittingly ate teruma is obligated to pay 
its value to the priest plus one-fifth of the sum. 


And, teruma does not have the possibility of pidyon: redemption, 
as, once it is sanctified, it may not be redeemed and rendered non- 
sacred. And it is prohibited to zarim: non-priests may not eat it. 
‘These stringencies do not apply to consecrated items. The Gemara 
answers: Nevertheless, those stringencies that apply to consecrated 
items are more numerous than those that apply to teruma. There- 
fore, it is appropriate to be more stringent with consecrated items 
and exclude impure teruma from the prohibition against deriving 
benefit when burning it. 


And if you wish, say instead a different reason, without counting 
the number of stringencies: Consecrated items are more stringent 
because one who eats them while ritually impure is punishable by 
karet, while in the case of teruma the punishment is death at the 
hand of Heaven." In this regard, the Torah is more stringent vis-a-vis 
consecrated items than it is vis-a-vis teruma. Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak said that there is a different proof that one is permitted to 
benefit from teruma while it is burning. As the verse said: “The first 
fruits of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil, and the first of the 
fleece of your sheep shall you give him” (Deuteronomy 18:4). The 
Sages derived from this verse: Give the priest teruma that is ritually 
pure, that is fit for him to consume, and do not give the priest 
teruma that is suitable only for his fire, to be burned. By inference, 
ritually impure teruma is suitable for his fire, i.e., a priest may derive 
benefit from it. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yishmael says that kindling a 
lamp on Shabbat" with tar is prohibited. The Gemara asks: What is 
the reason for this? Rava said: Because its odor is bad the Sages 
issued a decree prohibiting the use of tar, lest one forsake the light 
and leave. Abaye said to him: And let him leave. What obligation 
is there to sit next to the light? Rava said to him: Because I say that 
kindling Shabbat lights is an obligation, and one is required to eat 
specifically by that light in deference to Shabbat. As Rav Nahman 
bar Rav Zavda said, and others say that it was Rav Nahman bar 
Rava who said that Rav said: Kindling the Shabbat lamps is an 
obligation, whereas washing one’s hands and feet with hot water" 
in the evening prior to Shabbat is merely optional. And I say: 
Washing is not merely optional; it is a mitzva even though it is not 
an obligation. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
Karet and death at the hand of Heaven - a AN ma 
oa: There are significantly diverse definitions for karet 
and death at the hand of Heaven (see Josafot on 25a, s.v. 
karet). Nevertheless, it is clear from the Torah that karet is the 
more severe punishment, and consequently a transgression 
punishable by karet is egregious. 


Kindling a lamp on Shabbat - nawa 13 nT: Kindling the 
lights is one of the obligations of Shabbat and it takes prece- 
dence even over wine for kiddush. One who only has the means 
to purchase either wine for kiddush or oil for the lamp should 
purchase oil. However, if the choice is between bread for the 
Shabbat meal and oil for the lamp, one should purchase bread 


(Mishna Berura). Other foods do not take precedence over the 
Shabbat lights because light is one of the essential components 
of the mitzva to enjoy Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 263:2). 

Washing one’s hands and feet with hot water - Dt n%m 
pana DaN: It is a mitzva to wash one’s entire body with hot 


water before Shabbat as preparation for fulfill ment of the mitzva 
to enjoy Shabbat. If one does not have the opportunity to wash 
his entire body, he should at least wash his face, hands, and feet 
in that order (Sha‘arei Teshuva in the name of the Rabbi Yitzhak 
Luria; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 260:1 and in the comment of the Rema). 
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NOTES 
In linen cloaks with ritual fringes — p»"p3 
pensa: The commentaries differed signifi- 
cantly with regard to the obligation to place 
ritual fringes on a linen garment and the 
material from which those fringes are made. 
One opinion is that the students of Rabbi Ye- 
huda had ritual fringes on their garments but 
they were not dyed sky blue [tekhelet]. The 
fringes themselves may be made of linen; 
however, everyone agrees that the strand 
dyed sky blue must be fashioned from wool. 
The combination of a strand of wool with 
the linen garment constitutes a forbidden 
mixture of wool and linen. Rabbi Yehuda’s 
students concealed the corners of their gar- 
ments so their teacher would not see that 
he blue dye was missing from their ritual 
ringes (Ran). 


And he was similar to an angel of the Lord - 
7 my ain: The simple understanding is 
hat since Rabbi Yehuda was wrapped in a 
white sheet with ritual fringes, he resembled 
an angel, described as: “The man clothed in 


inen” (Ezekiel 9:11; see Rashi). 


Who is wealthy — wy mpy: Each Sage 
based his statement on his own personal 
experience. For Rabbi Meir, to be wealthy is 
to be satisfied with one's portion. Rabbi Tar- 
fon who was, in fact, very wealthy, quantified 
that wealth. Rabbi Akiva, whose wife Rahel 
was responsible for his greatness, praised 
wives. Rabbi Yosei, who suffered from intes- 
tinal disease, said that from his perspective 
to be wealthy is to be comfortable in that 
regard (Panim Masbirot). 


BACKGROUND 

Balsam — ip Dk: According to many schol- 
ars, the tzori that is mentioned in the Torah 
and here in the Gemara is identified with 
balsam, which is apparently the Commiphora 
opobalsamum, a bush or short tree, 3-5 m in 
height. The tree has extremely thin branches, 
complex leaves, and small white flowers. 

The highest quality balsamic perfume is 
sap which drips in small amounts from the 
ends of the stems. However, the perfume is 
generally extracted by boiling the branches. 
After a certain period of time, the balsam 
sap evaporates, leaving a sticky residue. Even 
though it is also quite fragrant, it was used for 
medicinal purposes, in addition to its use as 
incense and as fragrant oil. 

During the second Temple period, the fin- 
est balsam grew in the Jordan Valley. It was 
so highly valued that it was literally worth its 
weight in gold. 


Balsam branch 
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The Gemara asks: What mitzva is there? The Gemara explains that Rav Ye- 
huda said that Rav said: This was the custom of Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai: On 
Shabbat eve, they would bring him a bowl full of hot water and he would 
use it to wash his face, hands, and feet, and he would wrap himself, and sit 
in linen cloaks with ritual fringes," and he was like an angel of the Lord’ of 
hosts. He did all this in deference to Shabbat. And the Gemara relates that 
his students, who also sat wrapped in linen cloaks, would conceal the cor- 
ners of their garments from him so that he would not see that they did not 
have ritual fringes on their garments. He said to them: My sons, did I not 
teach you with regard to the obligation to attach ritual fringes to a linen cloak: 
Beit Shammai exempt the linen sheet because at least part of the ritual 
fringes is always made from wool, and there is a Torah prohibition against a 
mixture of wool and linen that applies even to ritual fringes? And Beit Hillel 
obligate linen sheets in the mitzva of ritual fringes, as they hold that the 
positive mitzva of ritual fringes overrides the prohibition of mixing wool and 
linen. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, and 
therefore the sheets require ritual fringes. And the students held: Although 
it is permitted by Torah law to attach ritual fringes to a linen garment, the 
Sages issued a decree that one may not do so due to garments worn at night." 
The Sages were concerned lest a person wear this cloak at night. Since one is 
not obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes at night, he would be wearing the 
prohibited mixture of wool and linen at a time when he is not fulfilling the 
mitzva of ritual fringes. Therefore, attaching ritual fringes made of wool to a 
linen garment is prohibited, even to a garment worn during the day. 


Since bathing as preparation for enjoyment of Shabbat was discussed, the 

Gemara cites the homiletic interpretation of the verse describing those head- 
ing into exile: “And my soul is removed far off from peace, I forgot prosper- 
ity” (Lamentations 3:17). What is: And my soul is removed far off from 

peace? Rabbi Abbahu said: That is the lack of opportunity to engage in 

kindling the Shabbat lights, which a refugee is unable to do. I forgot pros- 
perity, Rabbi Yirmeya said: That is the lack of opportunity to bathe in the 

bathhouse. Rabbi Yohanan said: That is the lack of opportunity to engage 

in washing one’s hands and feet in hot water. Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha said: 

Prosperity is a pleasant bed and the pleasant bedclothes that are on it, 
which are not available in exile. Rabbi Abba said: That is a made bed, and 

a wife adorned, i.e., worthy of and suitable (Rashba) for Torah scholars. 


Incidental to the discussion of prosperity, the Gemara mentions that on a 
similar topic, the Sages taught: Who is wealthy?" Anyone who gets plea- 
sure from his wealth, that is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The letters mem 
(Meir), tet (Tarfon), kuf (Akiva), samekh (Yosei) are a mnemonic for the 
tannaim who expressed opinions on this matter. Rabbi Tarfon says: A 
wealthy person is anyone who has one hundred vineyards, and one hun- 
dred fields, and one hundred slaves working in them. Rabbi Akiva says: 
Anyone who has a wife whose actions are pleasant. Rabbi Yosei says: 
Anyone who has a bathroom close to his table. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One may not 
light on Shabbat with sap from balsam trees [tzori]."® The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason for this? Rabba said: Since its pleasant smell diffuses, 
the Sages were concerned lest one forget and come to take some sap from 
it on Shabbat. That is tantamount to extinguishing the lamp, as removing oil 
from a burning lamp curtails the amount of time that it will burn. Abaye said 
to him: 


HALAKHA 


The Sages issued a decree due to garments worn at night - 713 13D 
ath Mpa wa: With regard to ritual fringes, the authorities disputed 
the definition of daytime versus nighttime garments. According to 
the Rambam, any garment that one wears during the day, even if its 
primary designation is for nighttime use, is considered a daytime gar- 
ment and requires ritual fringes. Conversely, a garment that is worn at 
night is exempt from the obligation of ritual fringes even if its primary 
designation is for daytime use. 

However, according to the Rosh, any garment whose primary des- 
ignation is for nighttime use is considered to be a nighttime garment 
even if it is worn during the day, and a garment whose primary desig- 
nation is for daytime use is considered to be a daytime garment even 
if it is worn at night. 

Because of their dispute in this matter, one recites a blessing only 
over a garment that is both designated for daytime use and one wears 


during the day, as one does not recite the blessing in a case of uncer- 
tainty (Rema in the name of Hagahot Maimoniyot). Nevertheless, one 
must attach ritual fringes to a nighttime garment worn during the day 
(Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 18:1). 


One may not light with sap from balsam trees [tzori] - px 
wa pp on: One may not light with balsam oil on Shabbat be- 
cause its pleasant fragrance may lead one to unwittingly use some 
of it. Furthermore, balsam oil is also dangerous because it is vola- 
tile and sticks to the walls of the house when it burns. Therefore, 
there is concern that a person who is anxious to protect his prop- 
erty might come to extinguish the flame on Shabbat (Mishna 
Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 264:3). 
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Let the Master say a different reason: Because tar is 

volatile, i.e. it is liable to evaporate quickly and cause a 

fire. The Gemara answers: He stated one reason and an- 
other: One, because it is volatile and potentially danger- 
ous; and, furthermore, due to a decree lest one take sap 

from it. 


The Gemara relates: A mother-in-law who hated her 
daughter-in-law said to her: Go adorn yourself with 
balsam oil. She went and adorned herself. When she 
came, her mother-in-law said to her: Go light the lamp. 
She went and lit the lamp. She caught fire and was 
burned. 


Since balsam oil was discussed, the Gemara cites the 
verse: “But Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard left of 
the poorest of the land to be vinedressers and husband- 
men” (Jeremiah 52:16). The Gemara explains the verse: 
With regard to vinedressers, Rav Yosef taught: These 
poorest of the land were the balsam collectors in the 
south of Eretz Yisrael, in the expanse from Ein Gedi to 
Ramata. And the husbandmen; these are the trappers 
of the snail [hilazon], from which the sky blue dye is 
produced in the north of the country, in the area between 
the Promontory of Tyre and Haifa. Only a small number 
of poor people could barely eke out a living from these 
tasks, which involved mere gathering. 


The Sages taught: One may not light with ritually im- 
pure untithed produce [tevel]"" during the week, and 
needless to say one may not light with it on Shabbat. On 
a similar note, one may not light with white naphtha" 
during the week, and needless to say one may not light 
with it on Shabbat. Granted, with regard to white naph- 
tha, its prohibition is understandable because it is vola- 
tile and potentially dangerous. However, with regard to 
ritually impure tevel, what is the reason that the Sages 
prohibited lighting with it? 


The Gemara answers that the verse said: “And I, behold, 
I have given you the charge of My terumot” (Numbers 
18:8). From the fact that terumotis plural, the Sages derived 
that the verse is speaking of two terumot: Both teruma 
that is ritually pure and teruma that is ritually impure. 
Just as with regard to teruma that is ritually pure, you, the 
priest, have permission to benefit from it only from the 
time feruma was separated and onward, so too, with re- 
gard to teruma that is ritually impure, you have permis- 
sion to benefit from it only from the time teruma was 
separated and onward. Since a portion of the untithed 
produce is teruma that has not yet been separated, it is 
prohibited even for a priest to use it. 


The Gemara proceeds to discuss the matter of the Tosefta 

itself, the case of lighting with sap from balsam trees on 

Shabbat. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One may not 

light with tzori on Shabbat. And Rabbi Shimon ben Ela- 
zar would also say: Tzori, which is one of the component 

spices of the incense in the Temple, is merely the sap that 

emerges from balsam trees," and is not part of the balsam 

tree itself. Rabbi Yishmael says: Anything that originates 

from the tree, one may not light with it; only materials 

that do not come from trees may be used. Rabbi Yish- 
mael ben Beroka says: One may only light with a sub- 
stance that emerges from the fruit. Rabbi Tarfon says: 

One may only light with olive oil alone. 


— ý NOTES 
Using untithed produce - bapa wanw: It is prohibited 
to eat produce from which the teruma and tithes have 
not been separated. There is an opinion among early 
commentaries that tevel is not a distinct halakhic status 
that applies to untithed produce. It is rather a mixture of 
teruma and unconsecrated produce. Separating teruma 
retroactively designates which part of the tevel was teruma. 
Therefore, while there is a prohibition to eat tevel, even for 
priests, the legal status of the produce before tithing is 
based on the teruma it contains. 


Sap that emerges from balsam trees — qyp yya qW: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud and according to Rashi’s first expla- 
nation, Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar provides another reason 
why one may not light with sap of balsam trees. Like all 
other sap, sap of a balsam tree is not drawn easily by the 
wick (Rashba). However, there is an alternative explanation. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar is referring to the nature of the 
sap from balsam trees as an aside and not specifically with 
regard to Shabbat (Josafot). 


HALAKHA 


One may not light with untithed produce - rot px 
Sava: This applies to lighting a lamp with ritually impure 
untithed produce and all the more so if it is ritually pure 
(Shakh). It is prohibited during the week, and all the more 
so on Shabbat (Shakh; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aser 6:2; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De'a 331:116). 


One may not light with white naphtha - p523 peor pr 
12: One may neither light with white naphtha on Shabbat 
nor may he do so during the week because it is dangerous 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:10). 
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NOTES 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri stood on his feet - Sy 12 1a an 931 Tay 
vor: All of the Sages sat in the study hall and voiced their opinions 
on different topics while seated. Since certain Sages wanted to rule 
stringently with regard to enhancement of the mitzva, Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Nuri stood to emphasize his objection to these stringencies. He 
asserted that the restrictions would eventually become too burden- 
some and would ultimately prevent people from fulfilling the mitzva 
of kindling the Shabbat lights. 


BACKGROUND 
Radish oil — nisiay jaw: This oil is produced from radish seeds, prob- 
ably from the radish species Raphunus sativus, whose seeds contain a 
high concentration of oil. Ancient writers indicate that radish oil was 
prevalent in Egypt during the talmudic period. 


Gourd oil — niyyps jaw: The gourds mentioned in the Bible and the 
Mishna have been identified with the plant known as the bitter apple, 
the Citrullus colocynthis L. of the gourd family. 

This plant is similar to a watermelon and is found along the coastal 
plain and the other sandy regions of Israel. The plant has finger-like 
leaves that are somewhat similar to grape leaves and round fruits 
that are approximately 10 cm in diameter with a thick rind. The fruit is 
spongy, filled with seeds, and has a bitter taste. 

It is possible to extract oil from the seeds, generally as much as 
15 percent of the weight of the seeds. The oil can be used for food 
or light. 


Bitter apple 
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The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri 
stood on his feet" and, contrary to this statement, 
said: And what shall the people of Babylonia, who 
have only sesame oil, do? And what shall the peo- 
ple of Medea, who have only nut oil, do? And what 
shall the people of Alexandria, who have only rad- 
ish oil,’ do? And what shall the people of Cappa- 
docia, who have neither this nor that but only 
naphtha, do? Rather, you have a prohibition only 
with regard to those substances with regard to which 
the Sages said: One may not light with them. All 
other oils are permitted. 


And one may light with fish oil and tar. Rabbi Shi- 
mon Shezuri says: One may light with gourd oil? 
and naphtha. Sumakhos says: Among the sub- 
stances that emerge from the flesh of living beings, 
one may light only with fish oil. The Gemara asks: 
The opinion of Sumakhos is identical to the opinion 
of the first tanna, who also permits lighting with fish 
oil. The Gemara answers: There is a practical differ- 
ence between them with regard to what Rav Beru- 
na said that Rav said: One is permitted to use mol- 
ten fat to which oil was added for lighting. They 
disagree with regard to this halakha; however, their 
opinions are not defined and it is unclear which of 
them permits using it and which prohibits using it. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar says: Anything that emerges from the tree 
does not have the legal status of an area of three by 
three fingerbreadths." Even if it is three by three 
fingerbreadths, it is not considered sufficiently large 
to become ritually impure. And, therefore, one may 
roof his sukka" with it, as the roofing of his sukka 
may not be made from any material that can become 
ritually impure. This is the case for everything that 
originates from a tree with the exception of linen, 
which has a unique legal status. Abaye said: 


HALAKHA 


You have only those which the Sages said — xbx a ps 
Dan WWaKXW ma: The halakha is in accordance with the 
Sages and with Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, who stated with 
regard to the laws of wicks and oils on Shabbat that the ha- 
lakha is no more stringent than the guidelines established 
by the Sages. This is according to the unattributed mishna 
and the discussion in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 5:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:6). 


Anything that emerges from the tree with regard to 
ritual impurity - nggaw paw yyy ya xx: Anything that 
comes from a tree, with the exception of flax, cannot be- 
come ritually impure unless it measures a minimum of 


three by three handbreadths. This rule also applies to torn 
garments. However, if one weaves a complete garment, 
regardless of its size, the garment can become ritually 
impure with all forms of ritual impurity, except for the ritual 
impurity imparted by treading. The Gemara elaborates in a 
later discussion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1). 


Anything that emerges from the tree with regard to 
roofing for the sukka — T yy m xyi: Anything 
that comes from a tree may be used as roofing for the 
sukka unless it has been crafted into a vessel, as per the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 629:1). 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar and the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yish- 
mael essentially said the same thing, even though they said it in different 
ways. The Gemara elaborates: The statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
is that which we said: The only fabrics woven from plant materials that are 

considered bona fide fabrics are those made oflinen. What is the statement 
of the tanna from the school of Rabbi Yishmael? As it was taught in the 

school of Rabbi Yishmael: Since the word garments is stated in the Torah 

unmodified, without stating from what materials those garments were 

made, and the verse specified in one of its references to garments, in the 

halakhot of ritual impurity of leprosy, wool and linen: “And the garment in 
which there will be the plague of leprosy, whether it be a woolen garment, 
ora linen garment” (Leviticus 13:47), the conclusion can be drawn: Just as 

below, when it mentions a garment in the case of leprosy,” the Torah is refer- 
ring to one made of wool or linen, so too, all garments mentioned in the 

Torah are those made from wool or linen. Other fabrics are not classified 

as garments. 


In contrast to Abaye, who viewed the opinions expressed by Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar and the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael as expressing the 
same idea, Rava said that the two opinions are not identical. There is a 
difference between them when the cloth is three by three® handbreadths, 
with regard to other garments that are neither wool nor linen. As Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar says explicitly: If it is less than three by three finger- 
breadths, indicating that he is of the opinion that a cloth that is three by 
three handbreadths that is suitable for use even by wealthy people can be- 
come ritually impure. In his opinion, the uniqueness of linen fabric is not 
that it can become ritually impure, but rather that a linen rag, even if it is 
very small, can become ritually impure. The tanna of the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael is not of the opinion that other garments can become ritually 
impure. 


In any case, based on the above, everyone agrees that, clearly, three by 
three fingerbreadths in a wool or linen garment can become ritually im- 
pure with the impurity of leprosy." The Gemara asks: From where do we 
derive this? The Gemara responds that it is derived as it was taught in a 
baraita with regard to this matter. When the Torah states: Garment, un- 
modified, I have derived that nothing other than a whole garment can 
become ritually impure. However, with regard to a cloth that is three by 
three fingerbreadths, from where do I derive that it is also included in this 
halakha? The verse states: “And the garment’ in which there will be the 
plague of leprosy” (Leviticus 13:47)." From the addition of the word: And 
the garment [vehabeged], it is derived that all woven swatches are subsumed 
within the category of garment in this matter. The Gemara asks: And per- 
haps say that it comes to include a woven garment that is three by three’ 
handbreadths? The Gemara answers: That is inconceivable. Is that not 
derived through an a fortiori inference? As, now, even the threads of the 
warp or the threads of the woof can become ritually impure, is it neces- 
sary to mention that a cloth three by three" handbreadths can become 
ritually impure as well? A garment that is three by three handbreadths is 
comprised of several warp and woof threads that can themselves become 
ritually impure. 


NOTES 


The verse states: “And the garment” - 7337) sab naya: Al- 
hough, in the study hall of Rabbi Yishmael the general practice 
was not to derive halakhot from unclear amplifications in the To- 
rah text, e.g. an extra letter vav, the Gemara already stated that 
he students of Rabbi Yishmael would derive halakhot from the 
addition of vav and heh, meaning: And the (Yevamot 72b). In this 
case, the text could have simply read: Garment. Therefore, the 
prefix meaning: And the, is an uncommon linguistic form whose 
purpose is to teach that garment should be understood in its 
broadest sense. 

Three by three - awh by aww: It is apparent from the discus- 
sion in the Gemara that the fact that a cloth that is three by three 


handbreadths is considered a garment requires no derivation. Since 
it is fit for use by both wealthy and poor people, a garment of three 
by three handbreadths is indeed an article of clothing. There is no 
reason to enlarge the minimum measure of a garment beyond a 
reasonable size (Ramban; Rashba). 

Now that the warp and the woof can become ritually impure... 
a cloth that is three by three - by awhw...wavn ay nw KWT 
aww: Some commentaries say that it is not self- evident that the 
criterion for becoming ritually impure in the case of the warp and 
woof is the same with regard to a garment. From the additional lan- 
guage in the verse, apparently, each case is derived independently 
(Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya). 


BACKGROUND 

Leprosy of clothing — 09733 »¥732: By Torah law, 
if bright red or green spots appear on clothing, 
the clothing must be brought to a priest to de- 
termine whether or not the spots indicate leprosy 
of clothing (Leviticus 13:47-59). The affected gar- 
ment is then put aside for a week, after which it is 
reexamined by the priest. If the spots spread, the 
clothing is immediately declared ritually impure 
by the priest and burned. If, however, the spots did 
not spread, the clothing is laundered and then put 
aside for another week, after which the priest reex- 
amines it. If the spots have disappeared or become 
darker, the garment is laundered and immersed 
in a ritual bath, after which it is considered ritually 
pure. Otherwise, the affected part, and sometimes 
the entire garment, must be burned. A leprous gar- 
ment may not be used, and it renders people and 
items that come in contact with it ritually impure, 
in the same way a leprous person does. The laws 
of leprosy of clothing apply only to leather, wool, 
and linen garments that are not dyed. 


Three feminine and masculine - nyw why: 
When referring to garments, measures mentioned 
by the Sages using feminine numbers are finger- 
breadths. Measurements mentioned by the Sages 
using masculine numbers are handbreadths. In 
he discussion of other topics, feminine numbers 
connote cubits. 

The thumb is the basic measure of a finger- 
breadth and is measured at its widest part. The 
handbreadth is the size of a clenched fist, which 
equals four fingerbreadths. Three by three fin- 
gerbreadths is equal to 6 x 6 cm or, according 
o another opinion, 7.5 X 7.5 cm. Three by three 
andbreadths equal 24 x 24 cm or 30 X 30 cm, 
according to the alternate opinion. 


HALAKHA 


The measure of a garment with regard to ritual 
impurity from leprosy — naw paw RAT Wye 
D93): The minimal size of a garment that can 
become ritually impure from leprosy is three by 
three fingerbreadths, as per the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at12:10 and Hilkhot 
Kelim 22:12). 


Types of garments with regard to ritual impurity 
from leprosy — D933 NNAWI 733 sD: Leprosy can 
only transmit ritual impurity to woolen or linen 
garments and not to clothing fashioned from 
other materials, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 13:1). 
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The Gemara rejects this: If so, then let us also derive a cloth that 
is three by three fingerbreadths through the same a fortiori infer- 
ence from the warp and woof threads. Rather, it must be that this 
a fortiori inference is flawed. Threads woven into fabric do not 
maintain their previous status as they are no longer suitable to be 
used as warp and woof threads. Rather, cloths that are three by 
three handbreadths, which are suitable for use by both the 
wealthy and the poor as they are multipurpose cloths, can be de- 
rived through an a fortiori inference, as they are certainly more 
significant than the warp and woof threads and they become ritu- 
ally impure. However, cloths that are three by three fingerbreadths, 
which are suitable for use by the poor but are unsuitable for use 
by the wealthy, are not derived through an a fortiori inference. 
Therefore, the reason that they can become ritually impure is spe- 
cifically because it was written in the Torah. Had it not been 
written in the Torah, we would not derive it through an a fortiori 
inference. 


The Gemara also asks: Indeed, there is amplification in the Torah, 
derived from the term: And the garment, which is a generalization 
that comes to expand upon the details that follow. And say that it 
comes to include the ruling that cloth that is three by three hand- 
breadths in garments made of materials other than wool or linen 
can become ritually impure. The Gemara answers: That is inconceiv- 
able. The verse said: A garment of wool or linen, indicating that a 
garment made of wool or linen, yes, it becomes ritually impure; a 
garment made of other materials, no, it does not become ritually 
impure. The Gemara asks: And say that when the verse excluded, 
it excluded specifically a garment that is three by three finger- 
breadths; however, a garment that is three by three handbreadths 
can become ritually impure. The Gemara replies: Two exclusions 
are written; once it is stated: “A garment of wool or linen” (Leviticus 
13:59), and it is also stated: “Whether it be a woolen garment, ora 
linen garment” (Leviticus 13:47). One verse comes to exclude 
cloth of three by three fingerbreadths, and one verse comes to 
exclude cloth of three by three handbreadths, to emphasize that a 
garment made of a material that is neither wool nor linen cannot 
become ritually impure at all. This corresponds to Abaye’s opinion 
that garments not made of wool or linen cannot become ritually 
impure. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rava, who said 
that the practical difference between the two opinions is with regard 
to cloth three by three handbreadths in other garments, that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar is of the opinion that they can become 
ritually impure, whereas the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
is not of the opinion that they can become ritually impure, in the 
case of a cloth that is three by three handbreadths in other 
garments, 


from where does Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar derive that it can be- 
come ritually impure? The Gemara answers: In his opinion, it is 
derived from the verse that speaks of the ritual impurity of creeping 
animals: “Or a garment, or skin, or sack” (Leviticus 11:32). The ad- 
ditional “or” comes to include items that are not generally included 
in the definition of garment. As it was taught in a baraita: From the 
fact that it says garment, I have derived nothing other than a whole 
garment; however, a swatch that is three by three handbreadths in 
other garments, from where is it derived that it can become ritu- 
ally impure? The verse states: Or a garment. 
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The Gemara asks: And Abaye, who says that everyone agrees that other 
garments do not become ritually impure at all, this phrase: Or a gar- 
ment, what does he do with it and what does it come to add? The 
Gemara answers: He needs it to include a small swatch of fabric that is 
three by three fingerbreadths made of wool or linen. Despite its size, 
it can become ritually impure" from contact with creeping animals. 


And Rava holds that there is no need for the verse to discuss that matter 
explicitly, as the Torah revealed in the case of leprosy that it is consid- 
ered to be a garment, and the same is true with regard to the ritual 
impurity of creeping animals. 


And Abaye holds that one cannot derive the halakhot of creeping ani- 
mals from the halakhot of leprosy, as there is room to refute that com- 
parison in the following manner: What comparison is there to leprosy, 
which has more stringent halakhot of ritual impurity, as even the warp 
and woof threads alone can become ritually impure from it, which is 
not the case with regard to ritual impurity from creeping animals? 
Therefore, even small scraps can become ritually impure from leprosy. 


The other amora, Rava, says: If it should enter your mind to say that 
leprosy is more stringent, then the Torah should have written the 
halakha with regard to creeping animals, and let leprosy be derived 
from them. Ultimately, the two halakhot are paralleled to one another 
in the Torah. It would have been simpler to explicitly write the laws of 
creeping animals and to derive leprosy from them. Since that is not the 
case, it is proof that the halakhot of creeping animals can be derived 
from leprosy. 


The other amora, Abaye, said that this contention is fundamentally 
unsound, as leprosy could not be derived from creeping animals 
because there is room to refute this idea and challenge: What is the 
comparison to the ritual impurity of creeping animals, which is more 
stringent than the ritual impurity of leprosy, as the creeping animal 
makes one ritually impure even in a case where it is a lentil-bulk," 
which is not true of other types of ritual impurity? Therefore, verses 
were necessary to teach about the ritual impurity of both creeping ani- 
mals and leprosy. 


Abaye said: This statement of the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yish- 
mael diverges from another statement of the tanna of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael, as the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: 

From the fact that the verse says garment, I have derived nothing 

other than the halakha that a garment of wool or linen can become 

ritually impure. However, from where is it derived to include garments 

made of camels’ hair" and rabbits’ wool, goats’ hair® or the types of 
silk, the shirayin, the kalakh, and the serikin among the fabrics that can 

become ritually impure? The verse states: Or a garment. The word “or” 
serves as an amplification to include all types of fabric. 


Whereas Rava said: There is no need to say that there is a dispute in 
this case between two tanna’im from a single school. Rather, when this 
tanna from the school of Rabbi Yishmael, quoted above, is not of the 
opinion that there is ritual impurity in other garments, it is only with 
regard to a swatch that is three by three fingerbreadths; however, with 
regard to a cloth that is three by three handbreadths he is of the opinion 
that it becomes ritually impure. His previous statement came to exclude 
a small garment from becoming ritually impure. This statement is refer- 
ring to a larger garment that is three by three handbreadths. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t Rava the one who said above that, in the case 
of three by three handbreadths in other garments, Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar is of the opinion that they can become ritually impure, whereas 
the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael is not of the opinion that 
they become ritually impure? The Gemara answers: Rava retracted that 
opinion in order to reconcile the opinions of the tanna’im of the school 
of Rabbi Yishmael. And if you wish, say instead a different answer: Rav 
Pappa said this" statement and not Rava. Since Rav Pappa was the 
primary disciple of Rava, the Gemara attributed his statement to Rava. 


HALAKHA 


The size for a garment to become ritually im- 
pure — PRA Mxaw VP: All garments, other than 
those made of wool and linen, can become ritually 
impure only if they are at least three by three hand- 
breadths, as per the baraita cited in the Gemara. Appar- 
ently, Abaye's rejection of the proof was only according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1 and 23:2). 


From where is it derived to include garments made 
of camels’ hair, etc. - ^9) Dya way nial pan: Gar- 
ments woven from anything that grows on land, i.e., 
from both plants and animals, are considered garments 
in terms of ritual impurity, as per the tanna of the school 
of Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 
111). 


NOTES 


Makes one ritually impure even in a case where it is 
alentil-bulk - 7133 Kaw: With regard to creeping 
animals, the size “of a lentil is the smallest measure of 
any item that can make another item ritually impure. 
In all other types of ritual impurity, e.g., a corpse, or an 
animal carcass, the minimum size capable of making 
another item ritually impure is larger. The rationale for 
this rule is that the smallest creeping animal capable 
of making another item ritually impure is a lentil-bulk 
at birth. 


Rav Pappa said this — mya% xəə 27: This phrase ap- 
pears several times in the Gemara. Rav Pappa was the 
preeminent student of Rava and, after his death, he 
even succeeded him as the head of the yeshiva. When 
Rav Pappa cited a statement without attribution, the 
students attributed it to Rava (see Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 
Goats’ hair — owby iyi): The Torah and the Sages do 
not refer to the material sheared from goats as wool. 
Rather, it is called either hair or feathers. Goats’ hair 
is also called feathers because it is not soft like other 
types of wool. Rather, it is stiff like bird feathers (Rashi). 
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——————— HALAKHA = —————————- 
To include diverse kinds - Dyha vinx: The prohibition of a 
mixture of diverse kinds applies only to sheep's wool and linen 
and not to any other materials (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Kilayim 10:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 298:). 


NOTES 


Is a mistake — x71 x113: There is a variant reading in several 
sources: It is external [berota hi). According to this reading, 
when the Sages wanted to suggest that a certain opinion was 
without basis, they would do so in a respectful manner, saying: 
Itis external, indicating that it is an outside opinion and should 
not be introduced into the study hall (Arukh). 


Perek II 
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—— HALAKHA —— 
To include ritual fringes - myx vind: Dating back to the 
geonim, there is a halakhic dispute whether or not one is ob- 
ligated by Torah law to place ritual fringes on garments made 
from materials other than wool or linen. Some authorities ruled 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
that the mitzva by Torah law applies only to garments made 
of wool or linen. This is the ruling of the Shulhan Arukh. The 
Rema rules in accordance with the opinion of Rava, who says 
that one is obligated by Torah law to place ritual fringes on all 
garments. However, they require ritual fringes made either of 
wool orlinen or of the same material as the garment (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:1). 


Wool and linen exempt whether it is of their own type, 
whether it is not of their own type — pa wis DAWA Way 
na xb pa: Ritual fringes made from wool or linen may 
be placed onall garments. The exceptions are wool fringes on 
a linen garment or linen fringes on a wool garment. Since there 
is no universally accepted sky blue dye today, these combina- 
tions violate the prohibition of diverse kinds. Others say that 
one may never attach linen fringes to any garment, even one 
made of linen, because of the appearance of wrongdoing 
(Rema; Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:3, 5-6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:2). 


Other types, a garment of their own type, they exempt - 
pis aa pma IN: All authorities agree that ritual fringes 
made from materials other than wool or linen may be attached 
only to garments made from the same material as the ritual 
fringes and not to garments made from other materials, as 
per the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:3). 
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Rav Pappa himself understood the first statement of the tanna of the 

school of Rabbi Yishmael and stated it in a completely different man- 
ner. In his opinion, the derivation from the halakhot of leprosy, which 
concluded that even all nonspecific mentions of garments in the 

Torah refer to wool or linen, came to include the halakhot of diverse 

kinds," the Torah prohibition to wear clothing made from a mixture 

of wool and linen threads. He sought to prove that the halakhot of 
prohibited mixtures of threads apply only to wool and linen. The 

Gemara asks: Why does he require this derivation with regard to the 

prohibition of diverse kinds? The fact that the prohibition is limited 

to wool and linen is explicitly written, as it is stated: “You shall not 

wear diverse kinds, wool and linen together” (Deuteronomy 22:11). 
The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, an additional derivation was 

necessary, as it would have entered your mind to say that this, the 

restriction of the prohibition of diverse kinds to wool and linen, ap- 
plies specifically to a case when one uses them together in the man- 
ner of wearing them; however, in merely placing the garments upon 

oneself, any two kinds are prohibited. Therefore, it was necessary to 

derive that the garment mentioned is restricted to wool and linen. 


This claim is rejected: And is it not an a fortiori inference? Just as in 
the case of wearing the garment, where one’s entire body derives 
benefit from the diverse kinds, you said that wool and linen, yes, 
are included in the prohibition, other materials, no, are not included; 
in the case of merely placing the garment upon himself, all the more 
so that the halakha should not be more stringent. Rather, certainly 
the halakha that was attributed to Rav Pappa is a mistake,’ and he 
did not say it. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak also said that those statements of the tanna 
of the school of Rabbi Yishmael do not refer to the halakhot of ritual 
impurity. They refer to another topic. In his opinion, the tanna of the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael came to say that just as the halakhot of 
leprosy are limited to garments made from wool or linen, so too, all 


garments mentioned in the Torah are made from wool and linen. This 

comes to include the law of ritual fringes;" the obligation of ritual 

fringes applies only to those materials. The Gemara asks: Why is that 

derivation necessary? With regard to ritual fringes it is written ex- 
plicitly: “You shall not wear diverse kinds, wool and linen together” 
(Deuteronomy 22:11); and juxtaposed to it, it is written: “You shall 

make for you twisted fringes upon the four corners of your covering, 
with which you cover yourself” (Deuteronomy 22:12). From the 

juxtaposition of these two verses it is derived that the mitzva of ritual 

fringes applies only to garments to which the laws of diverse kinds 

apply. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak responded that the matter is not so 

clear, as it could have entered your mind to say in accordance with 

the statement of Rava. As Rava raised a contradiction: On the one 

hand, it is written: “And that they put with the fringe of each corner 

a thread of sky blue” (Numbers 15:39); apparently, the threads of the 

ritual fringes must be of the same type of fabric as the corner of the 

garment. However, in Deuteronomy, in the laws of ritual fringes, it is 

written in juxtaposition to the laws of diverse kinds: Wool and linen 

together. The ritual fringes may only be made of those materials. How 

can that contradiction be resolved? Rather, Rava says: Ritual fringes 

made of wool and linen exempt the garment and fulfill the obligation 

of ritual fringes whether the garment is of their own type, wool or 

linen, whether it is not" of their own type. Whereas with regard to 

other types, a garment of their own type, they exempt;" a garment 

not of their own type, they do not exempt. It would have entered 

your mind to explain this in accordance with the approach of Rava. 
Therefore, the tanna taught us that the obligation of ritual fringes 

applies only to wool and linen and not to other materials. 
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Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: According to the 
tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael, what is different about 
ritual impurity that he includes other garments not made of 
wool and linen because it is written: Or a garment, which is a 
term of amplification? Here too, in the matter of ritual fringes, 
say that it comes to include other garments from the phrase: 
Of your covering, with which you cover yourself. Rav Ashi 
answered: That amplification is necessary to include the gar- 
ment ofa blind person" in the obligation of ritual fringes. As it 
was taught in a baraita, with regard to ritual fringes it is stated: 
“And it shall be unto you for a fringe, that you may look upon it 
and remember all the mitzvot of the Lord” (Numbers 15:39). 
The phrase: That you may look, comes to exclude a night gar- 
ment, which cannot be seen and is therefore exempt from the 
mitzva of ritual fringes. The tanna continues: Do you say’ that 
the verse comes to exclude a night garment? Or is it only to 
exclude the garment of a blind person who is also unable to 
fulfill the verse: That you may look upon it? The tanna explains: 
When it says in Deuteronomy: Of your covering, with which 
you cover yourself, the garment of a blind person is men- 
tioned, as he too covers himself with a covering. If so, then how 
do I fulfill the exclusion: That you may look upon it? It comes 
to exclude a night garment. 


The Gemara asks: Since there is one verse that includes and 
another verse that excludes, what did you see that led you to 
include a blind person and to exclude a night garment in the 
obligation of ritual fringes? The Gemara answers: I include the 
garment of a blind person because it is, at least, visible to 
others, and I exclude a night garment because it is not even 
visible to others. 


The Gemara asks: And say that this amplification does not come 
to include a blind person’s garments, but rather, as Rava said, to 
include other garments not made from wool or linen in the 
obligation of ritual fringes. The Gemara answers: It is logical to 
say that since the Torah is standing and discussing a garment 
made of wool or linen, it is certainly including another garment 
made of wool or linen. Therefore, an amplification with regard 
to the garment ofa blind person made of wool or linen is derived. 
However, when the Torah is standing and discussing a garment 
made from wool or linen, is it reasonable to say that it is includ- 
ing other garments with them? Rather, other garments are 
certainly not derived from there. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar, who disqualified even small cloths from being used as 
roofing in the sukka because they can become ritually impure. 
Abaye said: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar and Sumakhos said the 
same thing.’ The Gemara specifies: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar; 
that which we stated above. Sumakhos; as it was taught in a 
baraita: Sumakhos says: A sukka that he roofed with roofing 
made from spun thread" is disqualified because spun thread 
can become ritually impure from leprosy. 


In accordance with whose opinion is Sumakhos’ statement? It 
is in accordance with the opinion of this tanna, as we learned 
in a mishna: Warp and woof can become ritually impure from 
leprosy" immediately after they are spun; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: The warp can become ritu- 
ally impure only after it is removed from the cauldron in which 
it is boiled, and it is only the woof that can become ritually 
impure immediately. However, the bundles of unprocessed 
flax can become ritually impure after they are bleached in the 
oven and their processing is at least half-completed. Sumakhos, 
the student of Rabbi Meir, adheres to his position. 


HALAKHA 
The garment of a blind person — x210 Mba: A blind man is 
obligated by Torah law in the mitzva of ritual fringes. This rul- 
ing is based on the baraita, which was apparently accepted 
throughout the Talmud (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1711). 


Sukka that he roofed with spun thread — "ba 733: Spun 
flax may not be used for the roofing of a sukka because it 
can become ritually impure. The same is true with regard to 
half-processed flax because it no longer looks like something 
that grows in the ground (Rambam) and is suitable for stuff- 
ing for a pillow. Therefore, it can become ritually impure 
(Ra‘avad) and is disqualified for use in the roofing of a sukka 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Sukka 5:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 629:4). 


Warp and woof can become ritually impure from leprosy - 
DYI KAYA IWW: Immediately after being spun, the 
warp and woof threads from either wool or linen can be- 
come ritually impure from leprosy, as per the unattributed 
mishna. How large must a skein of spun thread be for it to 
become impure with the ritual impurity of leprosy? There 
must be enough thread in the skein to weave a swatch of 
cloth that is at least three by three fingerbreadths in size, as 
per the opinions of several tannaim (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 13:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Do you say, etc. — 131 Wai TAN: This didactic method of 
clarifying issues is commonly found in the halakhic midrash. 
It involves one of the Sages challenging his own statements 
and answering his own questions. In this way, the issues 
under discussion as well as the connection between the 
verses and the halakha are effectively clarified. 


They said the same thing — Mx 337 2%: This phrase refers 
to the consolidation of several opinions into a single view, 
which the Talmud calls a shita, a halakhic position. There 
is an ancient, controversial, and not universally accepted 
tradition that asserts: The halakha is not established in ac- 
cordance with a shita. According to that tradition, when 
several opinions are consolidated into a shita, the purpose 
is to highlight those Sages whose statements were not ac- 
cepted. As mentioned above, the validity of that principle is 
not universally accepted and many commentaries partially 
or completely dispute it. 


33913 p: PEREK II: 27B 127 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Flax — hws: Cultivated flax, Linum usitatissimum, is an annual 
plant that grows erect to a height of 40-120 cm. Its flowers 
are blue or white. Its stiff stalks contain flax fibers, and oil is 
extracted from its seeds. 

After the plant is cut, the stalks are soaked in water, called 
mei mishra in the language of the Sages, for several days. 
Various bacteria cause the materials that attach the fibers to 
the stalks to decompose. Afterward the shell is beaten and 
opened and the fibers are extracted to be used in weaving 
linen, bad or shesh in the language of the Torah. 

The flax plant has been cultivated since ancient times, 
especially in ancient Egypt. 


Flower of the flax plant 


HALAKHA 


And of all substances that emerge from the tree, the only 
substance that becomes ritually impure with impurity 
transmitted by tents over a corpse, etc. — Y¥77 p3 xvi ba 
^D) prix Dp awn ix: The only material made from 
plant fibers that is suspended over a dead body that be- 
comes ritually impure is linen. Some commentaries say that 
this law applies specifically to a permanent tent (Josafot; 
Ra’avad; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:12). 


Perek II 
Daf28 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


What is considered a tent - brix ap ma: With regard to 
the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, a tent 
is limited to a roof fashioned out of a garment, a sack, a 
wooden vessel, or leather, either from a kosher or non-kosher 
animal. Roofing made of bone or metal does not constitute 
a tent and does not become ritually impure when it extends 
over a corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:12). 


NOTES ———————— 
Twisted and the threads were folded - bisp joan paw: 
The key discussion of this issue appears elsewhere in the 
Talmud. There, the Sages derive that everywhere the term 
shesh is employed in the Torah, it is referring to a linen cloth 
fashioned from a special thread composed of six threads 
spun into one. This is based on various derivations, including 
a verbal analogy and the juxtaposition of verses. 
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MI S H N A Ofall substances that emerge from the tree, one 

may light only with flax® on Shabbat (Tosafot) 
because the other substances do not burn well. And of all substances 
that emerge from the tree, the only substance that becomes ritually 
impure with impurity transmitted by tents over a corpse is flax." If 
there is a dead body inside a house or a tent that is made from any 
materials that originate from a tree, everything in the house becomes 
ritually impure. However, only in the case of flax does the tent itself 
become impure. 


G E M A The mishna mentioned flax as a material that 

comes from a tree. The Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive that flax is called a tree? Based on appearance, it 
does not resemble a tree at all. Mar Zutra said: It is derived from that 
which the verse said: “And she had taken them up to the roof and 
hidden them under the trees of flax” (Joshua 2:6). 


And we also learned in the mishna that with regard to any substance 
that emerges from the tree, the only substance that becomes ritually 
impure with impurity transmitted by tents over a corpse is flax. The 
Gemara asks: From where do we derive this? Rabbi Elazar said: The 
tanna learned a verbal analogy [gezera shava] between the word tent, 
written in the context of ritual impurity, and the word tent, 


written in the context of the Tabernacle. It is written here, in the dis- 
cussion of the laws of ritual impurity: “This is the law: When a man 

dies in a tent, every one that comes into the tent, and everything that 

is in the tent, shall be impure seven days” (Numbers 19:14), and it is 

written there: “And he spread the tent over the Tabernacle, and put 

the covering of the tent above upon it; as the Lord commanded Moses” 
(Exodus 40:19). Just as below, with regard to the Tabernacle, the tent 

was made of linen and is considered a tent, so too, here, with regard 

to the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, only a tent made 

of linen is considered a tent." The Gemara asks: If so, derive the fol- 
lowing from that same verbal analogy: Just as below the linen threads 

in the Tabernacle were specifically threads that were twisted and the 

threads were folded" six times, so too, here, in all of the halakhot 

pertaining to a tent over a corpse, the threads must be twisted and their 

threads folded six times. The verse states the word tent, tent several 

times to amplify and include even a tent made of linen not identical to 

the Tabernacle. The Gemara asks: If the repetition of the word tent, tent 

several times amplifies, even all things should be included among 

those items that can receive ritual impurity as a tent. The Gemara an- 
swers: This amplification cannot be that far-reaching, as, if so, the verbal 

analogy of tent, tent, that teaches us to derive the tent over a corpse 

from the Tabernacle, what purpose does it serve if everything is in- 
cluded? Rather, certainly the amplification is not absolute. Through the 

combination of the verbal analogy and the amplification, it is derived 

that this halakha applies specifically to linen. 
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And perhaps say: Just as below, in the Tabernacle, there were beams support- 
ing the tent, so too, here, in the laws of ritual impurity, a tent made of beams 
should also be considered a tent. The Gemara responds that the verse said: 
“And you shall make the beams for the Tabernacle of acacia wood, standing 
up” (Exodus 26:15). From the language of the verse, it is derived that the 
Tabernacle, i.e., the curtains alone, is called Tabernacle, and the beams are 
not called Tabernacle, because they merely facilitate the Tabernacle. The 
Gemara rejects this: But if that is so, based on an analysis of the language of 
the verse, it says there: “And you shall make a covering for the tent of rams’ 
skins dyed red and a covering of tehashim" above” (Exodus 26:14), then in 
that case, too, say that the covering is not considered a tent. If so, however, 
what of the dilemma raised by Rabbi Elazar: With regard to the hide of a 
non-kosher animal over a corpse, what is the ruling? Can it become ritu- 
ally impure as a tent over a corpse? If the covering of the Tabernacle is not 
considered a tent, now, the hide of a kosher animal that covered the 
Tabernacle cannot become ritually impure. If that is so, is it necessary to 
mention that the hide of a non-kosher animal cannot become ritually 
impure? The Gemara answers: The cases are not comparable because it is 
different there, in the case of the covering of animal hides, because the verse 
subsequently restored its status as a tent by uniting the tent and its covering, 
as it is written: “They shall bear the curtains of the Tabernacle, and the 
Tent of Meeting, its covering, and the covering of tahash that is upon it” 
(Numbers 4:25). The verse juxtaposes the upper to the lower covering; just 
as the lower covering is considered a tent, so too, the upper covering is 
considered a tent. 


Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma was mentioned above, and now the Gemara dis- 
cusses the matter itself. Rabbi Elazar raised a dilemma: With regard to the 
hide of a non-kosher animal over a corpse, what is the ruling? Can it be- 
come ritually impure as a tent over a corpse? The Gemara clarifies: What is 
the essence of his dilemma? Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The tahash that 
existed in the time of Moses is at the crux of Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma. Was 
it non-kosher or was it kosher? Rav Yosef said: What is his dilemma? 
Didn't we learn explicitly: Only the hide of a kosher animal was deemed 
suitable for heavenly service? Certainly, the tahash was a kosher species. 


Rabbi Abba raised an objection. Rabbi Yehuda says: There were two cover- 
ings for the Tabernacle, one made of the reddened hides of rams and one of 
the hides of tehashim. Rabbi Nehemya says: There was only one covering 

for the Tabernacle, half of which was made of rams’ hides and half from the 

hides of tehashim. And tehashim were similar to the species of undomesti- 
cated animals called tela ilan.’ The Gemara asks: But isn’t a tela ilan a non- 
kosher creature? The Gemara emends this statement: This is what Rabbi 

Nehemya intended to say: It was like a tela ilan in that it was multicolored; 

however, it was not an actual tela ilan. There, the tela ilan is non-kosher, and 

here, the covering of the tent was made from kosher animals. Rav Yosef said: 
If so, that is the reason that we translate the word tahash as sasgona,' which 

means that it rejoices [sas] in many colors [gevanim]. 


Rava said that the proof that the hide of a non-kosher animal becomes 

ritually impure in a tent over a corpse is derived from here, as it was taught 
in a baraita that it is stated in the halakhot of ritual impurity of leprosy that 
the leprosy could be: “Either in the warp, or in the woof, whether they be of 
linen, or of wool; or in a hide, or in any thing made of hide” (Leviticus 13:48). 
The verse could have simply stated: Or hide, and it said instead: Or in a hide. 
The Sages said: These words, or in a hide, amplify to include the hide of a 

non-kosher animal as well as hide that was afflicted in the hands of a priest," 

i.e., before the owner showed it to the priest there was no leprosy but it be- 
came leprous while in the hands of the priest, that they too become ritually 
impure. If one cut pieces from each of these types and made of them a single 

cloth," from where is it derived that it can become ritually impure? The verse 

states from the broader amplification: Or in anything made of hide. The 

Gemara remarks: There is room to refute this parallel, rendering it impos- 
sible to derive the laws of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse from the laws 

of leprosy. What is the comparison to leprosy with regard to which the Torah 
is stringent, as even the warp and woof that have not been woven into a gar- 
ment can become ritually impure from it, which is not the case in impurity 
imparted by a corpse? 


NOTES 
The hides of tehashim - mèna nisiy: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, the Sages disputed 
whether or not the tahash was a kosher or a 
non-kosher animal. The resolution to Rabbi 
Elazar's dilemma here depends on the reso- 
lution of that tannaitic dispute. 


BACKGROUND 


Tela ilan - tong xbn: There are divergent 
opinions as to the ‘identity of this creature. 
According to the geonim, the tela ilan be- 
longs to the Genetta species, and it is pos- 
sibly the Genetta terrasanctae, unique to Eretz 
Yisrael. The tela is approximately the size of 
a cat, with yellow or light-orange skin and 
black stripes. This creature is a quick predator 
that also climbs trees. The ancient Egyptians 
domesticated them and used them to hunt 
mice. 


Spotted genet 


LANGUAGE 

Sasgona — N3300: It is assumed that the ori- 
gin of this word, which is the Aramaic transla- 
tion of the biblical tahash, is from the Persian 
word gon, meaning color. The word sasgona 
is conceivably a form of the word shast-gon, 
meaning possessing sixty colors, or in other 
words, multicolored. 


HALAKHA 


That was afflicted in the hands of a priest - 
ja va mp bun: The Torah teaches that a gar- 
ment with a leprous-like growth is brought 
before a priest. Upon inspection, the priest 
could quarantine it. However, if clear signs of 
ritual impurity appear on the garment before 
he quarantines it, he confirms the leprosy 
immediately. The garment need not have 
been leprous before it was brought to the 
priest (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 6:7). 


One cut and made of them a single 
cloth — a nny my fnan yxp: If one 
takes swatches of various materials, none of 
which is three by three fingerbreadths, and 
sews them together, the resulting fabric can 
become ritually impure because a sewn gar- 
ment has the same legal status as a woven 
garment (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tu- 
mat Tzara‘at 12:12). 
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Rather, one could say that he derived it from the laws of the ritual 

impurity of creeping animals, as it is stated with regard to them: “And 

upon whatsoever any of them, when they are dead, does fall, it shall 

be impure; whether it be any vessel of wood, or garment, or hide, or 
sack, whatsoever vessel it be, with which any work is done” (Leviticus 

11:32). As it was taught in a baraita: From the use of the word hide, I 
have derived nothing other than the fact that the hide of a kosher 
animal becomes ritually impure from contact with a creeping animal; 

however, from where is it derived that the hide of a non-kosher 

animal can become ritually impure? This is derived from the ampli- 
fication, as the verse states: Or hide. Since, with regard to the ritual 

impurity of creeping animals the laws of the hides of kosher and non- 
kosher animals are identical, it is derived that this is also true with 

regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. Once 

again, the Gemara says: There is room to refute this derivation and 

say: What is the comparison to creeping animals, as their legal status 

is stringent because they become ritually impure even if they are as 

small as a lentil-bulk, which is not true in the case of a corpse? In 

order for a corpse to transmit ritual impurity, it must be larger, an 
olive-bulk. Therefore, the Gemara says: If so, the case of leprosy can 
prove that the fact that creeping animals that are a lentil-bulk transmit 
impurity is not a factor in whether or not a non-kosher animal hide 

can become ritually impure. Leprosy that is a lentil-bulk does not 

transmit impurity and, nevertheless, the hide of a non-kosher animal 
becomes ritually impure from it. And the derivation has reverted to 

its starting point. The aspect of this case is not like the aspect of that 
case and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of this case, as 

each case has its own unique stringencies. However, their common 
denominator is that hide, in general, is ritually impure in both 
cases, and the Torah rendered the hide of a non-kosher animal 

equal to the hide of a kosher animal in that it becomes ritually im- 
pure. I will also bring the additional halakha of a tent over a corpse 

made of the hide of a non-kosher animal, and in that case as well, 
the hide ofa non-kosher animal will be rendered equal to the hide 

ofa kosher animal. 


Rava from Barnish said to Rav Ashi: There is still room to refute 
this statement and say: What is the comparison to leprosy and creep- 
ing animals? Their common denominator is that they both transmit 
ritual impurity when smaller than an olive-bulk. Can you say the 
same in the case of a corpse, which only transmits ritual impurity 
when it is at least an olive-bulk? Therefore, despite the differences 
between them, these two halakhot are both more stringent than the 
laws of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, and the status of a non- 
kosher animal hide cannot be derived from them. 


Rather, Rava from Barnish said it can be derived in the following 
manner: 


It is derived through an a fortiori inference from goats’ hair. Al- 
though goats’ hair does not become ritually impure from leprosy, it 
does become ritually impure as a tent over a corpse; with regard to 
the hide ofa non-kosher animal that becomes ritually impure from 
leprosy, is it not the case that it becomes ritually impure as a tent 
over a corpse? 
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Since the conclusion was that the hide of even a non-kosher animal 
can become ritually impure as a tent over a corpse, it is not necessary 
to assume that the covering of the Tabernacle was made specifi- 
cally from the hide of a kosher animal. And, if so, that which Rav 
Yosef taught: Only the hide of a kosher animal was suitable for 
heavenly service, for what halakha is that relevant," as it is clearly 
not relevant to the Tabernacle? The Gemara replies: This halakha 
was stated with regard to phylacteries,*" which may be prepared 
only from the hide of a kosher animal. The Gemara asks: Phylacter- 
ies? Why did Rav Yosef need to state that halakha? It is written 
explicitly" with regard to them: “And it shall be fora sign unto you 
upon your hand, and for a memorial between your eyes, that the 
law of the Lord may be in your mouth” (Exodus 13:9). The Sages 
derived from there that the phylacteries must be prepared from that 
which is permitted to be eaten in your mouth. 


Rather, the Gemara explains that this halakha of Rav Yosef was said 

only with regard to the leather" of the boxes that house the phylac- 
teries, which must be crafted from the hide of a kosher animal. It 
was not referring to the parchment on which the portions of the 

Torah inserted into the phylacteries are written. The Gemara asks: 
Didn't Abaye say: The obligation to make a letter shin protruding 

on the phylacteries" of one’s head is a halakha transmitted to Mo- 
ses from Sinai? Since Torah law addresses the boxes of the phylac- 
teries, presumably their legal status is parallel to that of the parch- 
ment and the prohibition against preparing them from the hide of 
a non-kosher animal is by Torah law as well. 


Rather, the Gemara explains that Rav Yosef’s halakha comes to 

teach that one must tie the parchments upon which the portions of 
the Torah are written in the phylacteries with a kosher animal’s hair, 
as well as sew the phylacteries with a kosher animal's sinews. The 

Gemara asks: The source of these halakhot is also a halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai, as it was taught in a baraita: The re- 
quirement that phylacteries must be square" is a halakha transmit- 
ted to Moses from Sinai, as is the requirement that they must be 

tied with their hair” and sewn with their sinews." 


Rather, the Gemara says that Rav Yosef came to teach with regard 
to the halakha of the straps of the phylacteries. The Gemara asks: 
Didn’t Rabbi Yitzhak say: The straps of the phylacteries must be 
black" is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai? The Gemara 
responds: Although we learned this halakha, which states that the 
straps must be black, did we also learn that they must be from 
kosher animals? Rav Yosef was certainly referring to straps when 
he said that all heavenly service must be performed with the hides 
of kosher animals. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


For what halakha is that relevant - xon wb: 
Some commentaries explain this question as follows: 
Since Rava of Barnish states that the hide of a non- 
kosher animal becomes ritually impure as a tent over a 
corpse, it is then possible to draw an analogy between 
the case of a tent over a corpse and the laws of the 
Tabernacle, which was covered with the hide of a non- 
kosher animal, i.e., the tahash. Consequently, it is pos- 
sible to ask: For what halakha is Rav Yosef’s statement 
relevant? (Rav Hai Gaon). 


Phylacteries is written explicitly — n> x74 pan: 

The Tosafot asked: What is so surprising about this? Rav 
Yosef is certainly permitted to repeat a principle that 
was derived in the baraita with regard to phylacteries. 
Some explain that Rav Yosef meant to say that the laws 
of the tahash are the source from which the fact that 
only kosher animals were permitted was derived. On 
that basis, the Gemara asked with regard to phylacter- 
ies: Wasn't this halakha derived directly from an explicit 
verse in the Torah and not from the Tabernacle? 


BACKGROUND 
Phylacteries — p pon: The boxes housing the phylacter- 
ies are sewn using the sinews of animals. The parch- 
ments with the Torah portions that are rolled up and 
inserted into the phylacteries of both the head and the 
arm are tied using the hair of a kosher animal. 


Phylacteries for the head and parchment on which a Torah portion is 
written, from inside the phylacteries 


With regard to phylacteries — pyan: The Torah portions of 
the phylacteries, a Torah scroll, and other sacred writings that 
contain the names of God may be written only on parchment 
made from the hides of kosher animals. However, one is permit- 
ted to use the hides of kosher animals that were not slaugh- 
tered properly or the hides of animals with a life expectancy 
of less than a year, as per the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:10, 10:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 32:12 and Yoreh De‘a 271:1). 


With regard to their leather - nv: The leather of the boxes 
of the phylacteries may be made only from the hides of kosher 
animals. However, here too, one is permitted to use the hides of 
kosher animals that were not slaughtered properly or the hides 
of animals with a life expectancy of less than a year (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:37). 


The shin on the phylacteries — pyan by pow: It is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the box of the phylacter- 
ies of the head must have an embossed letter shin on either 


side. The shin on the right side of the box has three heads, like 
the standard letter shin, while the one on the left side has four 
heads (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:42). 


Phylacteries must be square - niyama pran: The boxes of 
the phylacteries must be a perfect square, whose sides are of 
equal length and width and form a right angle. The base of the 
phylacteries must also be square. Some say that the height 
of the box need not be equal to the length and width of the 
box (Beit Yosef, Rema). However, others insist that the height 
of the box must also equal its length and its width (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1-4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:39). 


Tied with their hair - pwwa nia): Each Torah portion placed 
in the phylacteries is rolled in a small piece of parchment and 
tied with the hair of a kosher animal. It is customary to tie the 
Torah portion itself and then roll it in a piece of parchment and 
tie it again. It is also customary to use the hair of a calf. If one 
does not have calf's hair, one may tie it with the hair of a cow or 


an ox. The hair must first be washed. The ends of the hair must 
be visible outside the box, customarily, in a specific place (Beer 
Hetev; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:44). 


Sewn with their sinews — pma niana: The boxes of the phy- 
lacteries are sewn shut using the sinews ofa kosher domesticat- 
ed or non-domesticated animal, even those of kosher animals 
that were not slaughtered properly or with a life expectancy of 
less than a year. Ab initio it is preferable to use the sinews of an 
ox (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:49). 


Straps of the phylacteries must be black - nising niysg: The 
leather straps of the phylacteries are made from the hides of 
kosher animals, as per the statement of Rav Yosef. It is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the straps must be colored 
black on the outside (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UM- 
ezuza VeSefer Torah 3:14-15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 33:3). 
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BACKGROUND 

Tahash - wn»: The identity of the tahash is a matter of 
great controversy and was never resolved. Some authori- 
ties explain that the tahash is a monodon or narwhal, a 
species of whale. Narwhals travel in small groups, espe- 
cially in northern ocean waters. It can grow to 6 m in 
length. Its primary color is light yellow and it is spotted 
with numerous dark spots, the only cetacean with spots. 
A twisted tooth, up to 3 m long, grows out of one side 
of its mouth, to the extent that for many years it was 
thought to be the horn of the unicorn. It is possible that 
a group of these creatures approached the Red Sea and 
were thrown onto the shore or trapped there. 

The narwhal’s appearance closely parallels the de- 
scriptions here: It is spotted like the tela ilan; compare 
it to the depiction in the Gemara (28a, p. 129). It has a 
single horn on its forehead and the Sages were unable 
to determine its precise nature: domesticated or non- 
domesticated; kosher or non-kosher. 


Narwhal 


Prof. Yehuda Feliks, one of the foremost scholars in the 
field of nature in the Bible, suggests that the tahash may 
have been a giraffe, which has many of the character- 
istics mentioned by Rabbi Meir: A multicolored hide, a 
horn-like protrusion on its forehead, and some of the 
signs that determine that an animal is kosher. 


Giraffe 


Keresh — wp: Apparently, from the Greek word xépac, 
keras, nek means horn. Similarly, the Greek word 
pLovoKepwe, monokeros, refers to a one-horned animal. 
It may also be a reference to a wild ox, especially in the 
Septuagint. The identity of the keresh is unclear. Some 
say that the keresh is an imaginary animal, a unicorn, and 
some think that it refers to a single-horned rhinoceros. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the halakhic conclusion reached about 
this matter of the tahash' that existed in the days of Moses? Rab- 
bi Ela said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said that Rabbi Meir 
used to say: The tahash that existed in the days of Moses was a 
creature unto itself, and the Sages did not determine whether it 
was a type of undomesticated animal or a type of domesticated 
animal. And it had a single horn on its forehead, and this tahash 
happened to come to Moses for the moment while the Tabernacle 
was being built, and he made the covering for the Tabernacle from 
it. And from then on the tahash was suppressed and is no longer 
found. 


The Gemara comments: From the fact that it is said that the tahash 
had a single horn on its forehead, conclude from this that it was 
kosher, as Rav Yehuda said in a similar vein: The ox that Adam, 
the first man," sacrificed as a thanks-offering for his life being 
spared, had a single horn on its forehead, as it is stated: “And it 
shall please the Lord better than a horned [makrin] and hooved 
ox” (Psalms 69:32). The word makrin means one with a horn. The 
Gemara asks: On the contrary, makrin indicates that it has two 
horns. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Despite the fact that it is 
vocalized in the plural, it is written mikeren without the letter yod 
to indicate that it had only a single horn. The Gemara asks: If so, let 
us resolve from the same baraita that just as it was derived from 
the ox of Adam, the first man, that an animal with one horn is 
kosher, derive that an animal with one horn is a type of 
domesticated animal. The Gemara answers: Since there is the 
keresh*" which is a type of undomesticated animal, and it has 
only a single horn, it is also possible to say that the tahash is a type 
of undomesticated animal. This dilemma was not resolved. 


MI S H NA The wick ofa garment, i.e., cloth made into 


a wick for a lamp, that one folded it into a 
size and shape suitable for a wick, but did not yet singe it" slightly 
in order to facilitate its lighting, Rabbi Eliezer says: This wick is 
ritually impure. With regard to the laws of ritual impurity, it can, 
like other garments, still become ritually impure and one may not 
light with it on Shabbat. Rabbi Akiva says: It is ritually pure and 
one may even light with it on Shabbat. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard 

to ritual impurity, the reasons for their 
disagreement are clear and this is their dispute: Rabbi Eliezer 
holds that folding alone is ineffective in altering the identity of 
the garment and it retains its original status. It can become ritu- 
ally impure like any other garment. Rabbi Akiva holds that folding 
is effective, and it negates its garment status, and therefore, it can 
no longer become ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


Since there is the keresh — wp KINT: Although the keresh only 
has a single horn, it is considered a non-domesticated animal 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Asurot 1:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 80:4). 


The wick of a garment, that one folded it, but did not yet 
singe it - magan xb) absypw aan nbs: One is not required 
to singe the wick before lighting it. However, it is customary 


The ox of Adam, the first man — ;iWx17 OT by Hw: The ox that 
Adam sacrificed is explained metaphorically. The horn is a general 


symbol of strength and basic faith. This statement teaches that af- 


NOTES 


o light the wick and extinguish it immediately to splay it so 
hat it will hold the flame well. The mishna is interpreted 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava, who explained 
hat the dispute is whether or not one is required to singe 
he wick. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, who says that one need not singe the wick 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:9 and in the comment of 
Rema). 


er his banishment from the Garden of Eden, Adam reestablished 
his world on the basis of one fundamental principle, symbolized 
by the single horn, namely, the belief in God (Rashba). 
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However, with regard to lighting on Shabbat what is at the 
crux of their dispute? Rabbi Elazar said that Rav Oshaya said, 
and Rav Adda bar Ahava said likewise: Here we are dealing 
with a cloth that is precisely three by three fingerbreadths 
and we are dealing with a Festival that occurred on Shabbat 
eve. And everyone is of the opinion that the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that on 
a Festival one may only kindle a fire with whole vessels, as it 
is permitted to carry them and they do not have set-aside [muk- 
tze] status; however, one may not kindle a fire using broken 
vessels, i.e., vessels that broke on the Festival. Since they broke 
on the Festival itself, they are classified as an entity that came 
into being [nolad]® on the Festival, and the halakha prohibits 
moving them. And, similarly, everyone is of the opinion that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Ulla, as Ulla 
said: One who lights a lamp must light most of the wick that 
protrudes" from the lamp. Based on these assumptions, the 
dispute in the mishna can be understood as follows: Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that folding alone is ineffective in negating the 
wick’s vessel status, and once one lights only a small part of it, 
it thereby becomes a broken vessel, as part of it burns and the 
remainder is less than three by three fingerbreadths. A smaller 
cloth is no longer considered significant. Since he is required 
to light most of the protruding wick and, as mentioned above, 
it is prohibited to light broken vessels, he may not light the 
folded garment. And Rabbi Akiva held that folding is effec- 
tive and, immediately when he folded it, the garment no lon- 
ger has the status of a vessel. It was not considered a vessel 
even before he lit it, and when he lights it, it is as if he were 
lighting plain wood, not a vessel that broke on the Festival. 


Rav Yosef said, that is what I learned: Three by three exactly. 
And I did not know to what halakha this was relevant. Rav 
Yosef received from his teachers that the baraita is referring to 
a case of three by three exactly, and he did not know why it was 
significant to establish the baraita in a case of exactly three by 
three and no more. 


The Gemara adds incidentally: And from the fact that Rav 
Adda bar Ahava interpreted" this mishna in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, conclude from this that he 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Did 
Rav Adda bar Ahava actually say this? Didn’t Rav Adda bar 
Ahava himself say: 


When a gentile carved out a vessel the size of a kav from a 
piece of wood on a Festival and thereby rendered it a new ves- 
sel, a Jew may burn the vessel on a Festival ab initio. And why 
may he do so? This new vessel that was made from the wood is 
an object that came into being [nolad] on a Festival, and is 
set-aside [muktze]. Since Rav Adda bar Ahava permitted doing 
so, apparently he holds that the laws of set-aside do not apply 
on a Festival, contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The 
Gemara answers: Rav Adda bar Ahava said this statement in 
explanation of the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Akiva in the mishna; however, he himself does not hold that 
way. Although he explained the opinions in the mishna in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, he himself does 
not hold that that is the halakha. 


HALAKHA 
One who lights must light most of the wick that protrudes — 
xyi ana pow PYj Pyma: One must light most of the wick that 
protrudes from the oil lamp before Shabbat, while it is still day, as 
per the opinion of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264: 8). 


NOTES 
From the fact that Rav Adda bar Ahava interpreted, etc. - xpa 
^D XTN 11 yw: The fact that a given mishna is interpreted in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of one of the Sages does not always prove 
that the one who interpreted the mishna personally agrees with that 
opinion. A Sage often explains the statements of a mishna in a certain 
way, although he does not accept that opinion as halakha. However, 
in this case, since it was not a single opinion that was explained in this 
way, but the fundamental basis of the entire mishna, i.e., everyone is 
of the opinion that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, apparently that is Rav Adda's opinion as well. 


BACKGROUND §=—WY— 
Came into being [nolad] - shia: In the context of the halakhot of 
Shabbat and Festivals, this describes an object that came into being 
or assumed its present form on Shabbat or a Festival, e.g., an egg that 
was laid or a utensil that was broken on Shabbat or a Festival. These 
objects are set aside from use and may not be moved or handled on 
Shabbat and Festivals. 
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Three by three exactly — niman vow by why: Ac- 
cording to the laws of ritual impurity, a garment can 
become ritually impure if it is a minimum of three by 
three fingerbreadths. This applies to both linen and 
wool and includes the hem, as per the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1). 


One may only kindle a fire with whole vessels 
and one may not kindle a fire using broken ves- 
sels - a nawa ppg px) baa ppp: A vessel 
that broke on a Festival may not be used to feed a fire 
because it is considered to be something that came 
into being on a Festival; it is set-aside, and one may 
not move it. However, one may feed a fire with whole 
vessels or vessels that broke before the Festival, as per 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 501:6). 


One may kindle a fire with dates — pana pppn: 
One may burn the shells of almonds and walnuts and 
the pits of dates that he ate before a Festival (Mishna 
Berura). If he ate them on the Festival itself, he may 
not use their shells and pits to feed a fire. Similarly, 
because nuts are primarily for eating, not burning, 
one may only burn the nuts themselves on a Festival 
when still in their shells, if there is no other material 
to burn. Otherwise, doing so would be in violation 
of the prohibition against wanton destruction. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 501:7). 


The hem - than: When the edge of the fabric, where 
the threads stick out, is hemmed, as shown here, 
the size of the garment decreases. The folded and 
hemmed portion of the fabric is not calculated in the 
area of a sewn garment. However, the Rabbis argue 
that the hem is calculated in the area of the fabric 
before it is sewn. 


Piece of fabric and its hem 


‘OTT MOY WT Ke NIJ 
Tynan ppm prew rb - “ashy 
pops xy nating TPY 
37 207 87 KON patina PMV 
"ninyo voy by why DP 
POT Men pwd anna werd 
m yan - Nw voy by voy 
DAIM YAW 27 997 boa 

nian vow by vow: ‘DIK 


PPD 31 Wwe TT 31 ws 
3 awa ppan px) oyaa 
“wna RW aT A ZS 
PPB pe - 173% PNA pyres 
an TTD 7 37 PPPY A 
OKA ppd V ynv 
apniabpa pppn py - pox 
ona Nya! I TDT T 


- STEP PYDUN IT NIN 
DWA - MAP n WNP Na 
Sop 12W KAWT b> xy 
bar IDX) - “abu i mm 
DUT PHY NIP OT DAN 
re) DT VOW MDM - PPV 
MPS TY - PRB PYAR 
php KIET DD NPT 
Dyn want pian ep Day 
MAT Vay NPR - yD KAT 

KDY 


AWK wrvaa > - atx 
bore 311 WN ddan “shy 
2y soma XID NTI A 
Dia 132d PANS Va NTT a ab 
Kb ix man mbarp JAD - ajv 

ayn AYP 


Excludes the hem — Soon ya yin: According to Rabbi Shimon, 
one must assess each object in terms of its practical use. Since 
this piece of cloth has a hem that will be folded when the 
garment is worn, the hem cannot be considered part of the 
garment. The Rabbis disagree. Since at present, the garment 
is the requisite, minimum size, that is sufficient to render it 


capable of becoming ritually impure. 
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Did he accept it from him — man nba: Since the fundamen- 

tal assertion was that Rav did not explicitly prohibit the use of 
date pits on a Festival due to set-aside, the Gemara cites as 
proof, the action of Rav and that which his uncle and teacher, 
Rabbi Hiyya, said to him. Had that been the extent of it, together 
with the added information that Rav generally rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (see Josafot), it would 


Rava said, this is the reasoning behind Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion with 
regard to lighting the wick: Because he holds that one may neither 
light on Shabbat using a wick that is not slightly singed and prepared 
for lighting nor light with rags that were not singed before Shabbat. If 
a person singes the wick slightly before lighting it, it will burn well. A 
wick that has not been singed does not burn well and will not show the 
appropriate deference to Shabbat. The Gemara asks: If so, that which 
Rav Yosef taught: Three by three exactly," to what halakha is it rele- 
vant? According to Rava’s explanation, the precise size of the garment 
used in making the wick is irrelevant. The Gemara responds: Rav Yosef’s 
statement was with regard to another matter, the halakhot of ritual 
impurity. As we learned in a mishna in tractate Kelim: Three by three 
fingerbreadths that they stated as the smallest sized garment that can 
become ritually impure, excludes the portion used for the hem,*" i.e., 
those threads that emerge at the edge of the garment and are sewn into 
a hem; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. And the Rabbis say: 
Three by three exactly, even including the hem. That is the context of 
Rav Yosef’s statement: Three by three exactly. 


With regard to the statement cited above, Rav Yehuda said that Rav 
said that there is a dispute between the tanna’im on this issue: One may 
only kindle a fire with whole vessels and one may not kindle a fire 
with broken vessels;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And 
Rabbi Shimon permits kindling a fire even with broken vessels. An 
additional halakha: One may kindle a fire with whole dates" on a Fes- 
tival, and ifhe ate them, he may not kindle a fire with their pits as they 
are set-aside; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi Shi- 
mon permits kindling a fire with the pits. Furthermore, one may kindle 
a fire with whole nuts on a Festival, and if he ate them, he may not 
kindle a fire with their shells; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 
And Rabbi Shimon permits doing so. 


The Gemara comments: And it was necessary to cite all three of these 
cases because each teaches a novel idea. As, had Rav taught us only the 
first halakha, we would have thought that it is specifically in that case, 
with regard to burning broken vessels, that Rabbi Yehuda said that it is 
prohibited, as initially it was a vessel and nowit is a broken vessel, and 
therefore it is considered an object that came into being [nolad] and 
prohibited; however, dates, initially there were pits in the dates and 
now they remain pits, say that one may well do so. And had Rav taught 
us only with regard to date pits I would have said that they are prohib- 
ited because initially they were concealed within the fruit and now 
they are exposed, it is a case of an object that came into being and 
prohibited. However, nutshells, which initially were exposed and now 
are exposed, as they were before, say that one may well do so. Therefore, 
it was necessary to teach all of these cases. 


And the Gemara adds: This halakha of Rav was not stated explicitly; 
rather, it was stated by inference based on conclusions drawn from 
Rav’s actions and not from his explicit statements. There was an instance 
where Rav ate dates on a weekday and threw the pits into the oven. 
Rabbi Hiyya said to him: Son of noblemen, the corresponding action, 
throwing pits into an oven, is prohibited on a Festival. The Gemara 
asks: Did Rav accept this halakha from him" or did he not accept it 
from him? 


have been sufficient to determine Rav’s position. However, Rav’s 
opinion was only stated by inference, resulting in the dilemma: 
Did Rav accept Rabbi Hiyya's opinion or did he not? This ques- 
tion is compounded by a different incident involving Rav on a 
Festival, which seems contradictory. Although based on the 
explanation of the Gemara there is no contradiction, the con- 
clusion is that neither is there any proof (see Penei Yehoshua). 
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Come and hear: When Rav came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he 
ate dates on a Festival and threw their pits to the animals so that they 
may eat them. Wasn’t it a case involving Persian dates, which are quality 
dates whose fruit comes completely off the pits, leaving the pits with no 
trace of fruit? Ostensibly, they are completely set-aside as they are of no 
use at all to people. And the fact that Rav threw the pits to the animals 
indicates that he did not accept this halakha from Rabbi Hiyya, and he 
holds that there is no prohibition in that case. The Gemara replies: No, 
this is a case involving Aramean dates whose fruit does not come off 
completely, and remnants of the date remain attached to the pit. These 
pits, since they are still fit for use due to their mother, i.e., the fruit itself, 
one is permitted to carry them." 


Rav Shmuel bar bar Hana said to Rav Yosef: According to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that one may kindle a fire with whole vessels, 
and one may not kindle a fire with broken vessels, how it is possible to 
use whole vessels? Once they are ignited a bit, they become broken 
vessels, and when one turns the wood over to accelerate their ignition, 
he turns them over in a prohibited manner," as it is prohibited to light 
with broken vessels. The Gemara answers: This is a case where he acted 
in accordance with the statement of Rav Mattana. As Rav Mattana said 
that Rav said: Branches that fell from a palm tree into an oven on a 
Festival," since these branches were attached to the tree at the onset of 
the Festival, they are set-aside and it is prohibited to move them. Never- 
theless, he can remedy the situation if he adds wood that was prepared 
for burning prior to the Festival, until the majority of the wood in the 
oven is not set-aside, and then kindles them. Since the majority of the 
wood is permitted, he need not concern himself with the minority. One 
may do the same when burning vessels by adding wood that is not set- 
aside. 


Rav Hamnuna said a different explanation of the dispute in the mishna. 
In his opinion, here we are dealing with a garment that is smaller than 
three by three handbreadths, and they taught here halakhot established 
by the Sages with regard to insignificant small cloths. 


And Rabbi Eliezer followed his line of reasoning expressed elsewhere, 
and Rabbi Akiva followed his line of reasoning expressed elsewhere. As 
we learned in a mishna in tractate Kelim: A cloth smaller than three by 
three handbreadths that was utilized to plug the bath, and to pour from 
a boiling pot, and to wipe the millstone," whether this cloth was ex- 
pressly prepared for that purpose or whether it was not prepared, it can 
become ritually impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. And 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: Whether it was prepared or whether it was not 
prepared, it is ritually pure, i.e., it cannot become ritually impure. Rabbi 
Akiva distinguishes between the cases and says: If it was prepared it is 
ritually impure, and if it was not prepared it is ritually pure. And Ulla 
said, and some say that Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Everyone agrees that a cloth this size, if one threw it into the gar- 
bage dump, it is ritually pure. His discarding of the cloth indicates that 
he no longer considers this cloth a garment and no longer considers it 
significant. 


Once they are ignited a bit... 


he turns them over in a prohibited 


HALAKHA 
apo sand bpan yawaw: When palm branches fall from a tree into 


manner — J272 NP NAD... XAPA 113 PINT VB: One who placed 
whole vessels into a fire on a Festival may not stoke the fire after 
they catch fire, unless he adds wood already designated to be burnt 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 501:6 and the comment of the Rema). 


Branches that fell from a palm tree into an oven on a Festival - oy 


an oven ona Festival, one may add branches that were designated for 
burning prior to the Festival so that they obscure the palm branches 
(Rema). The palm branches are thereby nullified and he may burn the 
wood. That is permitted as long as he does not move the prohibited 


palm branches while adding the other branches (Rambam Sefer Ze- 


manim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 507:2). 


NOTES 
Date - wan: The date palm Phoenix dacty- 
lifera is cultivated for its edible sweet fruit. It 
is a medium-sized tree, 15-25 m tall, grow- 
ing singly or forming a clump with several 
stems from a single root system. The leaves 
are 3-5 m long, and the full span of the crown 
ranges from 6-10 m. Dates were eaten fresh 
or dried, and were boiled into a thick, durable 
syrup called date honey and used as a sweet- 
ener. The honey in the biblical reference of 


“aland flowing with milk and honey” (Exodus 


3:8, for example), is date honey. 


= i a a B 5 


Remnants of dates and pits found in Qumran 


Millstone - OM: Millstones are stones used 
for grinding wheat and other grains. 


Millstone 
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Perek II 
Daf29 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


One hung it on a dryer - “tiana ibaw: The Rambam 
ruled that a cloth smaller than three by three hand- 
breadths that was hung on a dryer or placed in a basket 
can still become ritually impure. Only if one throws it 
in the garbage can it no longer become ritually impure, 
as per the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. The early commen- 
taries on the Rambam were surprised that he did not 
rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, 
since Rabbi Akiva agrees with his opinion (KesefMishne; 
Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:22). 


A person may not pierce an eggshell, etc. — aip? x 
3) maby Mid DIK: One may not place a pierced 
eggshell orany ‘other vessel filled with oil above a lamp 
that is burning on Shabbat so that the oil will drip into 
the lamp. The reason is that one might take oil from it 
and thereby extinguish the light. If one attaches the 
additional vessel to the lamp with plaster or clay before 
Shabbat, it is permitted, as per the unattributed mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 265:1). 

A person may not fill a bowl - mp DIK xb x: It 
is prohibited to fill a bowl with oil and place it next to 
a lamp so that the wick of the lamp will draw oil from 


the bowl (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 265:2). 


BACKGROUND 
Lamp and a tube - npiawI y: 


Oil lamp with a receptacle attached to supply it with additional oil 
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If one placed it in a box, everyone agrees that it can become ritu- 
ally impure because his placing the cloth in a box indicates that he 
considers the cloth significant and is keeping it in order to use it. 
They only disagreed in a case where one hung the garment on a 
dryer," i.e., a stake in the wall, or where he placed it behind a door. 
Rabbi Eliezer held: From the fact that he did not throw it in the 
garbage dump, it is certainly on his mind and he is planning to use 
it. And what is the reason that he called it not prepared? It is be- 
cause, relative to a cloth placed in a box, it is not considered pre- 
pared for use. And Rabbi Yehoshua held that since he did not 
place it in a box, certainly he has negated its garment status. And 
what is the reason that he called it prepared? Because relative to 
one thrown in the garbage, this garment is prepared for use, al- 
though, in fact, the cloth has already been negated. And Rabbi 
Akiva, in the case where he hung it on a dryer, held in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer that one has not yet negated it 
from use and it can therefore become ritually impure. In the case 
where he placed it behind a door, Rabbi Akiva held in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua that, in doing so, he negated 
its garment status, and it can no longer become ritually impure. 


The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Akiva retracted his opinion in 

favor of the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua and held in accordance 

with his opinion. And from where do we know this? Rava said: 
From the term that we learned in our mishna: The wick of a gar- 
ment [petilat habeged]. Why did it specifically teach: The wick of 
a garment? Teach that halakha using the phrase: A wick made from 

a garment. What is the reason that the mishna taught: A wick ofa 

garment? It is because it remains a garment. Nevertheless, Rabbi 

Akiva deemed it ritually pure, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua. 


Min A pen h esis 


with regard to the determination whether or 
not indirect acts of kindling and extinguishing fall within the param- 
eters of the prohibition on Shabbat. The Rabbis said: A person may 
not pierce a hole in an eggshell" and fill it with oil, and place it 
over the mouth of a lamp’ so that the egg will drip additional oil 
into the lamp and thereby extend the time that it burns. And this is 
the ruling even if it is not an actual egg but an earthenware vessel. 
And Rabbi Yehuda permits doing so. However, if the craftsman, 
who crafts ceramic vessels, attached the egg to the lamp from the 
outset, one is permitted to fill it with oil because it constitutes a 
single, large vessel. The Rabbis decreed that a person may not fill 
a bowl" with oil, and place it beside the lamp, and place the unlit 
head of the wick into the bowl so that it draws additional oil from 
the bowl and thereby extend the time that the lamp burns. And 
Rabbi Yehuda permits doing so. 


NOTES 


A person may not pierce an eggshell, etc. - MIpiaw DIK ip» x 
as) by: In the Babylonian Talmud, the rationale for this ha- 
lakhais the concern lest one come to use the additional oil. How- 
ever, in the Jerusalem Talmud, the Sages questioned this reason 
and offer a different one in its place. Only in the case of an oil lamp 


with a wick can one claim that the burning of each and every drop 
of oil began before Shabbat and is merely continuing on Shab- 
bat. However, oil added from an eggshell or from an additional 
vessel will only reach the wick on Shabbat itself. It will only begin 
burning then, which is tantamount to having been lit on Shabbat. 
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G E M A The Gemara comments on the fact that the mishna cited 

three cases that all share the same rationale: And it was 
necessary to cite all of the aforementioned cases because it is impossible to derive 
one from the other. As, had the Gemara only taught us the prohibition of an 
eggshell, I would have said that, specifically in that case, the Rabbis said that it 
is prohibited to do so. Since the egg is not dirty and disgusting, there is room for 
concern that one might come to take oil from it, which would be tantamount to 
taking oil from a burning lamp on Shabbat, because it causes the flame to be ex- 
tinguished faster. However, an earthenware tube that is disgusting, say that the 
Rabbis agree with Rabbi Yehuda that there is no room for concern, and even 
according to their opinion it would be permitted. And, conversely, had the Ge- 
mara only taught us the prohibition of an earthenware tube, I would have said 
that, specifically in that case, Rabbi Yehuda says that one is permitted to do so 
because it is disgusting, as explained above; however, in that case of the eggshell 
that is not disgusting, say that he agrees with the Rabbis that it is prohibited. 
And had the Gemara taught us only those two cases of the eggshell and the 
earthenware tube, I would have said that, specifically in those cases, Rabbi Ye- 
huda said that it is permitted because there is no separation between the lamp 
and the second receptacle. However, in the case ofa bowl, which is separate, say 
that he agrees with the Rabbis that it is prohibited. And, conversely, had the 
Gemara only taught us in that case of the added bowl, I would have said that only 
in that case did the Rabbis say it is prohibited because it is separate. However, in 
these two cases of the eggshell and the ceramic tube, I would say that the Rabbis 
agree with Rabbi Yehuda and permit doing so. Therefore, it was necessary for 
the mishna to specifically state the halakha in each of the cases cited. 


And we also learned in our mishna that if the craftsman attached the tube to the 
lamp from the outset, it is permitted to fill it with oil and use it. It was taught in 
a baraita that even if a homeowner attached it to the vessel before Shabbat by 
means of plaster or with dry potter’s clay, it is permitted. The Gemara asks: 
Didn’t we specifically learn in the mishna: If the craftsman attached it from the 
outset, not alayman? The Gemara answers: What is the meaning of craftsman in 
the mishna? It refers to any attachment similar to the attachment of the craftsman. 


With regard to the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, it was taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said to the Rabbis: One time we spent our Shab- 
bat in the upper story of the house of Nit’za in the city of Lod. And they 
brought us an eggshell, and we filled it with oil, and pierced it, and left it over 
the lamp in order to extend its burning. And Rabbi Tarfon and other Elders 
were there and they did not say anything to us. Apparently, there is no prohibi- 
tion. The Rabbis said to him: Do you bring proof from there?” The legal status 
of the Elders who were sitting in the house of Nit’za is different. They are vigilant. 
There is no room for concern lest they use the oil in the eggshell and accelerate 
the extinguishing of the lamp. However, in every other circumstance, doing so is 
prohibited. 


The Gemara relates: Avin from the city of Tzippori dragged a bench in an upper 

story, whose floor was made of marble, before Rabbi Yitzhak ben Elazar. Rab- 
bi Yitzhak ben Elazar said to him: If I remain silent and say nothing to you, as 
Rabbi Tarfon and the members of the group of Elders were silent and said 
nothing to Rabbi Yehuda, damage will result, as it will lead to unfounded leni- 
ency in the future. Had they told Rabbi Yehuda at that time that it is prohibited 
to puncture the eggshell, he would not have disagreed with the Rabbis. He would 
not have mistakenly derived a general leniency. So too, here the Sages issued a 
decree on a marble-floored upper story due to a standard upper story with an 
earth floor. One who drags a bench on an earth floor will create a furrow. 


On the topic of dragging, the Gemara relates that the Head of the Kenesset® of 
Batzra dragged a bench before Rabbi Yirmeya the Great on Shabbat. Rabbi 
Yirmeya said to him: In accordance with whose opinion do you permit yourself 
to drag a bench on Shabbat? Is it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi- 
mon? Say that Rabbi Shimon said his statement specifically with regard to large 
benches that are impossible to move from place to place in any other way, but in 
the case of small benches did he say that one is permitted to drag them? And this 
disagrees with the opinion of Ulla, as Ulla said: The dispute with regard to 
dragging is in the case of small benches; however, in the case of large benches, 
everyone agrees that one is permitted to drag them, as there is no other way to 
move them. 


BACKGROUND 
Do you bring proof from there - ow 
TNI: This common phrase is employed 
when one seeks to reject a proof from a 
certain source. It indicates that there is a 
significant difference between the case un- 
der discussion and the source cited as proof. 


The Head of the Kenesset — KIWI wW: 
The Head of the Kenesset was the title given 
to a significant leader in the Jewish com- 
munity. The Head of the Kenesset was in 
charge of all synagogue matters, honors, 
and appointments. In Jewish communities 
in the Diaspora, the Head of the Kenesset 
was apparently the head of the local Jewish 
community. There was a Head of the Kenes- 
set in the Temple, who was subject to the 
authority of the Deputy High Priest. 
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HALAKHA 

Clothing merchants, etc. — ^3) mip "1311: Mer- 
chants who sell clothing made from the prohibited 
mixture of wool and linen are permitted to don 
those garments that are for sale in the usual man- 
ner, as long as they do not intend to derive benefit 
from them (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Kilayim 
10:16; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh Dea 301: 6). 


When one does not intend, Rabbi Shimon per- 
mits - jyaw aw pina x: It is permitted ab 
initio to perform an action on Shabbat from which a 
prohibited labor may ensue as long as one does not 
intend to perform the labor, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. This does not apply when 
the prohibited consequence is inevitable (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 337:1). 


One who extinguishes the lamp, etc. - NX 743773 
"131 371: One is permitted ab initio to extinguish a 
lamp on Shabbat to enable a critically ill person to 
sleep, or due to danger posed by gentiles or thieves, 
as per the mishna and the explanation of the Ge- 
mara. That is only the case where the possibility of 
moving the sick person, covering the light source, 
or moving the lamp to another room does not exist. 
Despite the fact that the lamp is set-aside, it is prefer- 
able to move it rather than violate the Torah prohibi- 
tion of extinguishing a flame on Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 2781). 
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Rav Yosef raised an objection from what was taught in a baraita, Rabbi 
Shimon says: One may drag a bed, a chair, and a bench across the floor 
on Shabbat even though it creates a furrow, as long as he does not intend 
to create a furrow. This baraita teaches about large objects, like a bed, 
and teaches about small objects, like a chair. If so, this is difficult for both 
Rabbi Yirmeya the Great and for Ulla. Rabbi Yirmeya holds that Rabbi 
Shimon prohibits dragging even small furniture. Ulla holds that even 
Rabbi Yehuda permits dragging large pieces of furniture. According to his 
opinion, there is no need for Rabbi Shimon to state that it is permitted. 


The Gemara answers that Ulla reconciles the objection in accordance 
with his reasoning and Rabbi Yirmeya the Great reconciles the objec- 
tion in accordance with his reasoning. The Gemara explains: Ulla rec- 
onciles the objection in accordance with his reasoning: A bed, similar 
to a chair; the baraita is referring here to a small bed that can be carried 
like a chair, with regard to which there is a dispute between Rabbi Shimon 
and Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi Yirmeya the Great reconciles the objec- 
tion in accordance with his reasoning: A chair, similar to a bed; the 
baraita is referring to dragging a heavy chair that cannot be moved in any 
other way. 


Rabba raised an objection to Rabbi Yirmeya’s statement from that which 

we learned in a mishna: Clothing merchants" who sell garments made of 
diverse kinds, a prohibited mixture of wool and linen, may sell them as 

they normally would" to gentiles, and they may place the garments that 
they are selling on their shoulders and need not be concerned about the 

prohibition against wearing diverse kinds, as long as the merchant does 

not intend" to benefit from the garments in the sun as protection from 

the sun, or in the rain as protection from the rain. However, the modest 

people, those who are particularly fastidious in performing mitzvot, would 

suspend the wool and linen garments on a stick behind them. And here, 
in the case of dragging benches, where it is possible to act like the mod- 
est people, as the clothes are similar to small benches, and nevertheless, 
when one does not intend to perform the prohibited action, Rabbi Shi- 
mon permits" dragging even ab initio. Rabbi Shimon holds that one who 

does not intend to violate a prohibition need not take an alternative course 

of action due to concern that resulting from his action, the prohibited act 

might come to be performed. Based on that principle, it is clear that 
Rabbi Shimon would permit dragging small benches since one does not 
intend to create a furrow in dragging them. This is a conclusive refutation 

of the statement of Rabbi Yirmeya the Great, who held that dragging 

small objects is prohibited according to Rabbi Shimon. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation. 


One who extinguishes the lamp" on Shabbat be- 
MISHNA A 


cause he is afraid due to gentiles, from whom he 
is hiding in his home, and due to thieves, or if one is afraid due to an evil 
spirit, i.e., he is depressed and prefers sitting in the dark, or if he extin- 
guished the flame due to the sick person so that he will sleep, he is ex- 
empt. However, in a case where he extinguishes the flame in order to spare 
the lamp, spare the oil, or spare the wick, he is liable. Rabbi Yosei ex- 
empts him in all of those cases, as in his opinion no labor prohibited by 
Torah law is being performed by extinguishing the flame, except for the 
case where he seeks to spare the wick. Only in that case is extinguishing 
a creative action because he makes the wick into charcoal by extinguish- 
ing the flame. 


NOTES 


Clothing merchants may sell them as they normally would, etc. - 
1312172 pHa MD "DW: Some question Rabbi Shimon’s opinion: 

Doesn't the one wearing a garment fashioned from a prohibited 

mixture of the diverse kinds of wool and linen benefit from wearing 

it? This is, then, an inevitable consequence [pesik reishei] and Rabbi 

Shimon holds that one is liable in that case. The Gemara was sensi- 
tive to that problem and that is why it limited Rabbi Shimon’s ruling 

toa case where the merchant was wearing other clothing to protect 

himself from the elements. In that case, he derives no benefit from 

the additional, prohibited garment (Rashba). 


As long as he does not intend, etc. — ^2) pam xo Dx: In 


general, a person's intent plays a significant role in the halakhot of 
Shabbat. Indeed, a prohibited labor performed without intent is 
not considered a labor by Torah law. Rabbi Shimon’s opinion, with 
regard to all cases of Torah law, is that one’s intention is the decisive 
factor in determining whether or not the action is prohibited. In 
his opinion, one who does not intend to perform an action, and it 
ensued unintended, is not responsible for that action and he is even 
permitted to perform the action ab initio. However, there is one 
caveat to this approach: The prohibited consequence of his action 
must be only one of several possible results and not an inevitable 
consequence. If it were inevitable, he would not be able to claim 
that it was not his intention to perform the action. 
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G E M ARA From the fact that it was taught in the latter 


clause of the mishna that one who extinguishes a 
flame on Shabbat is liable, conclude from it that this mishna is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that one who per- 
forms a prohibited labor on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering even 
it is a labor that is not necessary for its own sake [melakha she’eina tzerikha 
legufa]. In the mishna, one does not extinguish the flame to achieve the 
product produced by extinguishing it. He does so to prevent the light from 
shining. If so, with what is the first clause of the mishna dealing? If it is 
referring to one who extinguished the flame due to a critically ill person, 
the term exempt is imprecise. It should have said permitted, as it is per- 
mitted even ab initio to perform a prohibited labor on Shabbat in a case of 
danger. And if it is speaking about a non-critically ill person, why is one 
who extinguished the flame exempt? It should have said that one is liable 
to bring a sin-offering. 


The Gemara replies: Actually, the first clause was referring to a critically 
ill person, and it should have taught that it is permitted. And since the 
latter clause of the mishna had to teach that one is liable, in the first 
clause too, it taught employing the opposite term, exempt, so that the 
mishna would maintain stylistic uniformity. The halakha is, indeed, that 
not only is one exempt if he extinguished a light for a critically ill person, 
it is even permitted to do so ab initio. The Gemara asks: What of that 
which Rabbi Oshaya taught: If one wants to extinguish a flame on Shab- 
bat for a sick person so he can sleep, he may not extinguish it, and ifhe 
extinguished it, he is not liable after the fact, but ab initio he is prohib- 
ited to do so? The Gemara answers: This is not similar, as that baraita is 
referring to a non-critically ill person and it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said that one who performs a prohibited 
labor not necessary for its own sake is exempt. Our mishna is referring to 
a critically ill person. 


The Gemara relates: This question was asked before Rabbi Tanhum" 
from the village of Nevi: What is the ruling with regard to extinguishing 
a burning lamp before a sick person on Shabbat? The Gemara relates 
that Rabbi Tanhum delivered an entire homily’ touching upon both ag- 
gadic and halakhic materials surrounding this question. He began and 
said: You, King Solomon, where is your wisdom, where is your under- 
standing? Not only do your statements contradict the statements of 
your father David, but your statements even contradict each other. Your 
father David said: “The dead praise not the Lord, neither any that go 
down into silence” (Psalms 115:17); and you said: “And I praised the dead 
that are already dead more than the living that are yet alive” (Ecclesiastes 
4:2). And then again you said: “For a living dog is better than a dead 
lion” (Ecclesiastes 9:4). These are different assessments of life and death. 


He resolved the contradictions in the following manner: This is not dif- 
ficult. That which David said: “The dead praise not the Lord,” this is 

what he is saying: A person should always engage in Torah and mitzvot 

before he dies, as once he is dead he is idle from Torah and mitzvot and 

there is no praise for the Holy One, Blessed be He, from him. And that 

is what Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “Set free among the dead, like the slain that lie in the grave, whom 

You remember no more” (Psalms 88:6)? When a person dies he then 

becomes free of Torah and mitzvot. 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 
Before Rabbi Tanhum - »373 Kyb 
amn: This is a common phrase in the 
Talmud, which literally means above 
Rabbi Tanhum. Some understand it as 
a figure of speech meaning that the 
student was standing before Rabbi 
Tanhum (see Rashi). Elsewhere, Rashi 
explains that this expression was based 
on the prevailing circumstances. The 
Sage would sit and teach and the one 
posing a question would stand. Conse- 
quently, the student actually asked his 
question while standing above Rabbi 
Tanhum, corresponding to the literal 
meaning of the phrase. 


The teaching of Rabbi Tanhum - omna nwt: This style of 
teaching, which opens with a halakhic question "and proceeds 
to deal extensively with aggada and ethical teachings, only 
to conclude with a halakha, is typical of the teachings of the 
Sages beginning with the generation of Rabbi Tanhum. Here, 
the Gemara presents a complete homiletic interpretation of 


a Sage with all the external trappings, including the surpris- 
ing question to King Solomon: Where is your wisdom, where 
is your understanding? This style was especially common in 
Eretz Yisrael and in the aggadic midrash Yelamdenu, as well 
as Midrash Tanhuma, which is attributed to Rabbi Tanhum. 
In those two anthologies of midrash, the halakhic question 


opens with the words: Teach us, our Rabbi [yelamdenu rab- 
beinu], switches to an aggadic discussion, and ultimately returns 
to a halakhic conclusion. The Sheiltot of Rav Ahai Gaon was 
also influenced by this style of presentation. This tradition was 
also preserved in the teachings of the Sages in many Jewish 
communities. 
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NOTES 


Moses our teacher issued several 
decrees and instituted several ordi- 
nances — im nima maa wa war mgn 
nipa maa: This is not referring tothe 
contents of the Torah itself, which are 
not attributable to Moses. Rather, it is 
referring to ordinances that he insti- 
uted on his own, e.g., public Torah 
reading, blessings, the order of the 
priestly watches, etc. (see Rashi and 
Rav Nissim Gaon). 


= 


Gates - www: Midrash Tanhuma ex- 
plains that the width of the entrance 
o the Holy of Holies was identical 
o the width of the Holy Ark and the 
cherubs. This situation is described 
metaphorically as: The gates clung 
ogether. Since the Holy Ark could 
not enter by natural means, Solomon 
prayed, a miracle occurred, and the 
Holy Ark entered the Holy of Holies. 


Twenty-four songs of praise - DW 
Mian Aya: It is explained in Mid- 
rash Rabba that the twen y-four songs 
correspond to the twenty-four verses 
of praise that precede this verse in 
Solomon's prayer. 
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And that which Solomon said: “And I praised the dead that are already 
dead”; he was not speaking of all dead people, but rather in praise of certain 

dead people. As when Israel sinned in the desert, Moses stood before the 

Holy One, Blessed be He, and he said several prayers and supplications 

before Him, and his prayers were not answered. And when he said: “Re- 
member Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, Your servants” (Exodus 32:13), his 

prayers were answered immediately. Consequently, did Solomon not speak 
appropriately when he said: “Wherefore I praised the dead that are already 
dead”? Certainly the merit of the deceased forefathers is greater than that of 
the righteous people who are alive. Alternatively, the way of the world is 

such that when a flesh-and-blood prince issues a decree on the public it is 

uncertain whether they fulfill it and uncertain whether they do not fulfill 

it. And even if you want to say that they fulfill it, it is only during his lifetime 

that they fulfill it; after he dies they do not fulfill it. But Moses our teacher 

issued several decrees and instituted several ordinances," and they are in 

effect forever and ever. And, if so, is it not appropriate that which Solomon 

said: “Wherefore I praised the dead that are already dead”? 


Alternatively, another explanation is given for the verse: “And I praised the 
dead that are already dead,” is in accordance with that which Rav Yehuda 
said that Rav said. As Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What is the meaning 
of the verse that was written: “Work on my behalfa sign for good; that they 
that hate me may see it, and be put to shame” (Psalms 86:17)? David said 
before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, forgive me 
for that sin in the matter of Bathsheba. He said to him: It is forgiven you. 
David said to Him: Show mea sign in my lifetime so that all will know that 
You have forgiven me. God said to him: In your lifetime I will not make it 
known that you were forgiven; however, in the lifetime of your son Solomon 
I will make it known. 


When Solomon built the Temple and sought to bring the Ark into the Holy 

of Hollies, the gates" clung together and could not be opened. Solomon 

uttered twenty-four songs of praise," as in his prayer there are twenty-four 

expressions of prayer, song, etc. (1 Kings 8), and his prayer was not answered. 
He began and said: “Lift up your heads, O you gates, and be you lifted up, 
you everlasting doors; that the King of glory may come in” (Psalms 24:7). 
Immediately, the gates ran after him to swallow him, as they thought that in 

the words: “King of glory” he was referring to himself, and they said to him: 

“Who is the King of glory?” (Psalms 24:8). He said to them: “The Lord 

strong and mighty, the Lord mighty in battle” (Psalms 24:8). And he said 

again: “Lift up your heads, O you gates, yea, lift them up, you everlasting 

doors; that the King of glory may come in. Who then is the King of glory? 

The Lord of hosts; He is the King of glory. Selah” (Psalms 24:9-10), and he 

was not answered. When he said: “O Lord God, turn not away the face of 
Your anointed; remember the good deeds of David Your servant” 
(11 Chronicles 6:42), he was immediately answered, and a fire descended 

from Heaven (11 Chronicles 7:1). At that moment, the faces of all of David’s 

enemies turned dark like the charred bottom ofa pot. And all of Israel knew 

that the Holy One, Blessed be He, forgave him for that sin. And if so, is it 

not appropriate what Solomon said: “And I praised the dead that are al- 
ready dead,’ David, more than the living, Solomon, to whose request to open 

the gates of the Temple God did not respond? 


And that is what is written: “On the eighth day he sent the people away, 
and they blessed the king, and went unto their tents joyful and glad of 
heart for all the goodness that the Lord had shown unto David His servant 
and to Israel His people” (1 Kings 8:66). The Gemara explains: And went 
unto their tents, in accordance with the common expression: One’s house 
is his wife. It is explained that when they returned home they found their 
wives ritually pure from the ritual impurity of menstruation. Joyful means 
that they enjoyed the aura of the Divine Presence at the dedication of the 
Temple. And glad of heart means that the wife of each and every one of 
them was impregnated and gave birth to a male. The verse continues: For 
all the goodness that the Lord had shown unto David His servant and to 
Israel His people. Unto David His servant means that at that opportunity 
they all saw that God forgave him for that sin. And to Israel His people 
means that He forgave them for the sin of Yom Kippur, as they did not fast 
that year (see 1 Kings 8:65). 
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The Gemara continues: And that which Solomon said: “For a living dog is 
better than a dead lion” (Ecclesiastes 9:4), is in accordance with that which 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said. As Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What is 
the meaning of that verse which David said: “Lord, make me to know my 
end, and the measure of my days, what it is; let me know how short-lived 
Iam” (Psalms 39:5)? It means that David said before the Holy One, Blessed 
be He: Master of the Universe, Lord, make me to know my end; in how 
long will I die? God said to him: It is decreed before Me that I do not reveal 
the end of the life of flesh and blood. He asked further: And the measure 
of my days; on what day of the year will I die? He said to him: It is decreed 
before Me not to reveal the measure of a person’s days. Again he requested: 
Let me know how short-lived I am; on what day of the week will I die? He 
said to him: You will die on Shabbat. David requested of God: Let me die 
on the first day of the week so that the honor of Shabbat will not be tarnished 
by the pain of death. He said to him: On that day the time of the kingdom 
of your son Solomon has already arrived, and one kingdom does not 
overlap with another and subtract from the time allotted to another even a 
hairbreadth. He said to him: I will cede a day of my life and die on Shabbat 
eve. God said to him: “For a day in your courts is better than a thousand” 
(Psalms 84:11); a single day in which you sit and engage in Torah is prefer- 
able to Me than the thousand burnt-offerings that your son Solomon will 
offer before Me on the altar (see 1 Kings 3:4). 


What did David do? Every Shabbat he would sit and learn all day long to 
protect himself from the Angel of Death. On that day on which the Angel of 
Death was supposed to put his soul to rest, the day on which David was 
supposed to die, the Angel of Death stood before him and was unable to 
overcome him because his mouth did not pause from study. The Angel of 
Death said: What shall I do to him? David had a garden [bustana]: behind 
his house; the Angel of Death came, climbed, and shook the trees. David 
went out to see. As he climbed the stair, the stair broke beneath him. He 
was startled and was silent, interrupted his studies for a moment, and died. 


Since David died in the garden, Solomon sent the following question to the 
study hall: Father died and is lying in the sun, and the dogs of father’s 
house are hungry. There is room for concern lest the dogs come and harm 
his body. What shall I do? They sent an answer to him: Cut up an animal 
carcass and place it before the dogs." Since the dogs are hungry, handling 
the animal carcass to feed them is permitted. And with regard to your father, 
it is prohibited to move his body directly. Place a loaf of bread or an infant 
on top of him, and you can move him" into the shade due to the bread or 
the infant. And is it not appropriate what Solomon said: “For a living dog 
is better than a dead lion.” The ultimate conclusion of this discussion is that 
life is preferable to death. And now, with regard to the question that I asked 
before you; Rav Tanhum spoke modestly, as, actually, they had asked him 
the question. A lamp is called ner and a person’s soul is also called ner," as 
it is written: “The spirit of man is the lamp [ner] of the Lord” (Proverbs 20:27). 
It is preferable that the lamp of a being of flesh and blood, an actual lamp, 
will be extinguished in favor of the lamp of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
a person's soul. Therefore, one is permitted to extinguish a flame for the sake 
ofa sick person. 


Cut up a carcass and place it before the dogs -— aban 239 nam may ‘Jinn: 
On Shabbat, it is permitted to cut up an animal carcass that is difficult for dogs 
to eat whole, even if the animal died on Shabbat. However, it is prohibited to 
do so if the dogs are able to eat the carcass uncut (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324:7). 


And with regard to your father, place a loaf of bread or an infant on top 
of him and move him - yhyy piva ix 323 voy nat spars: On Shabbat, it is 
permitted to move a corpse that is lying in a place where it might be disgraced 
by placing upon it a loaf of bread, or an infant, or any other object that may 
be moved on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). If there is neither bread nor an infant 


HALAKHA 


available, but one has two beds available, he may move the corpse by continu- 
ously rolling it from one bed to the other until he moves it to a more suitable 
place. If neither of those options is available, he may simply move the corpse. 

All of the above applies to moving the corpse within a single domain. How- 
ever, moving a corpse from one domain to another is not permitted under any 
circumstances (Shulhan Arukh). According to many of the later commentaries, 
one is permitted to move a corpse into a karmelit or even into another domain 
to prevent dishonoring the dead. Some commentaries add that it is preferable 
to move the corpse without bread or an infant to minimize that which is be- 
ing carried from one domain to another on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:1). 


Sana pip: PEREK II: 30B 


LANGUAGE 
Garden [bustana] - Kamba: 
From the Iranian bostan, 
meaning a fragrant place, 
i.e., a garden or orchard. 


NOTES 
A lamp is called ner and a 
person's soul is also called 
ner- inawn dy DIK 17/7 2 
Tp: According to the 
Gemara in tractate Yoma 
(85b), the halakha that re- 
quires one to perform pro- 
hibited labors on Shabbat 
in order to save human life 
is not based on this homily. 


The actual source is the verse 


hat states that the mitzvot 
of the Torah were given so 
hat one should “live by 
hem” (Leviticus 18:4-5), from 
which it is inferred that, as a 
rule, one is not commanded 
o give his life in order to 
ulfill a positive mitzva or to 
avoid violating a prohibition. 
Since this teaching was pre- 
sented before an unlearned 
crowd, it was expounded in 
a manner that would appeal 
to a wide audience (Rashi). 
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NOTES 


The Sages sought to suppress the 
book of Ecclesiastes - w237 wpa 


nap 75D rid: The proposed sup- 


pression of Ecclesiastes was not an 
attempt to repudiate its contents. 
Rather, the Sages feared that its 
apparent contradictions would 


heless, since they found significant 
Torah content in Ecclesiastes, they 


radictions. 


HALAKHA 
The joy of a mitzva - bw gaiei 
mya: The Rambam wrote: Thej joy 
of performing mitzvot. ..is a great 
service. ..and there is no greatness 
and honor other than being joyful 


before God, as it is stated: “King Da- 
vid leaping and dancing before God” 


(I) Samuel 6:16; see Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka 
VeLulav 8:15). 


The Divine Presence does rests 
upon an individual neither from an 
atmosphere of sadness. . .but rather 
from an atmosphere imbued with 
the joy of a mitzva - n»sw prw 
sat qin hy... mayy Jinn wb miv 


myn bw: amaw: None of the proph- 


ets could prophesy at will. Rather, 
hey would meditate in solitude, 
focus their thoughts, and fill their 
hearts with joy. By the same token, 
he prophetic spirit does not rest 
upon one whois sad or lazy but only 
upon one filled with joy. Therefore, 
he novice prophets would play the 
drums, lyres, flutes, and harps while 
he prophets sought to prophesy 
Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Yesodei HaTorah 7:4). 
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confuse those who study it. Never- 


made the effort to resolve the con- 
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Since contradictions in Ecclesiastes were mentioned, the Gemara cites addi- 
tional relevant sources. Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, said in the 
name of Rav: The Sages sought to suppress the book of Ecclesiastes" and 
declare it apocryphal because its statements contradict each other and it is li- 
able to confuse its readers. And why did they not suppress it? Because its begin- 
ning consists of matters of Torah and its end consists of matters of Torah. The 
ostensibly contradictory details are secondary to the essence of the book, which 
is Torah. The Gemara elaborates: Its beginning consists of matters of Torah, as 
it is written: “What profit has man ofall his labor which he labors under the 
sun?” (Ecclesiastes 1:3), and the Sages of the school of Rabbi Yannai said: By 
inference: Under the sun is where man has no profit from his labor; however, 
before the sun, i.e., when engaged in the study of Torah, which preceded the sun, 
he does have profit. Its ending consists of matters of Torah, as it is written: 
“The end of the matter, all having been heard: Fear God, and keep His mitzvot; 
for this is the whole man” (Ecclesiastes 12:13). With regard to this verse, the 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: For this is the whole man? 
Rabbi Eliezer said: The entire world was only created for this person. Rabbi 
Abba bar Kahana said: This person is equivalent to the entire world. Shimon 
ben Azzai says and some say that Shimon ben Zoma says: The entire world 
was only created as companion to this man, so that he will not be alone. 


And to the essence of the matter, the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: Its 
statements that contradict each other? It is written: “Vexation is better than 
laughter” (Ecclesiastes 7:3), and it is written: “I said of laughter: It is praise- 
worthy” (Ecclesiastes 2:2), which is understood to mean that laughter is com- 
mendable. Likewise in one verse it is written: “So I commended mirth” (Eccle- 
siastes 8:15), and in another verse it is written: “And of mirth: What does it 
accomplish?” (Ecclesiastes 2:2). The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as 
the contradiction can be resolved. Vexation is better than laughter means: The 
vexation of the Holy One, Blessed be He, toward the righteous in this world 
is preferable to the laughter which the Holy One, Blessed be He, laughs with 
the wicked in this world by showering them with goodness. I said of laughter: 
It is praiseworthy, that is the laughter which the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
laughs with the righteous in the World-to-Come. 


Similarly, “So I commended mirth,” that is the joy of a mitzva." “And of mirth: 
What does it accomplish?” that is joy that is not the joy of a mitzva. The praise 
of joy mentioned here is to teach you that the Divine Presence rests upon an 
individual neither from an atmosphere of sadness, nor from an atmosphere of 
laziness, nor from an atmosphere of laughter, nor from an atmosphere of frivol- 
ity, nor from an atmosphere of idle conversation, nor from an atmosphere of 
idle chatter, but rather from an atmosphere imbued with the joy of a mitzva." 
As it was stated with regard to Elisha that after he became angry at the king of 
Israel, his prophetic spirit left him until he requested: “But now bring me a 
minstrel; and it came to pass, when the minstrel played, that the hand of the 
Lord came upon him” (11 Kings 3:15). Rav Yehuda said: And, so too, one should 
be joyful before stating a matter of halakha. Rava said: And, so too, one should 
be joyful before going to sleep in order to have a good dream. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, that one should introduce matters of halakha joy- 
fully? Didn’t Rav Giddel say that Rav said: Any Torah scholar who sits before 
his teacher and his lips are not dripping with myrrh due to fear of his teacher, 
those lips shall be burnt, as it is stated: “His lips are as lilies, dripping with 
flowing myrrh [shoshanim notefot mor over]” (Song of Songs 5:13)? He inter- 
preted homiletically: Do not read mor over, flowing myrrh; rather, read mar 
over, flowing bitterness. Likewise, do not read shoshanim, lilies; rather, read 
sheshonim, that are studying, meaning that lips that are studying Torah must be 
full of bitterness. The Gemara explains: This is not difficult, there is no contradic- 
tion here, as this, where it was taught that one should introduce matters of ha- 
lakha joyfully, is referring to a rabbi, and that, where it was taught that one must 
be filled with bitterness, is referring to a student, who must listen to his teacher 
with trepidation. And if you wish, say instead that this and that are referring to 
a rabbi, and it is not difficult. This, where it was taught that he must be joyful, 
is before he begins teaching, whereas that, where it was taught that he must be 
filled with bitterness and trepidation, is after he already began teaching halakha. 
That explanation is like that which Rabba did. Before he began teaching halakha 
to the Sages, he would say something humorous and the Sages would be 
cheered. Ultimately, he sat in trepidation and began teaching the halakha. 
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And, the Gemara continues, the Sages sought to suppress the book 
of Proverbs as well because its statements contradict each other. 
And why did they not suppress it? They said: In the case of the 
book of Ecclesiastes, didn’t we analyze it and find an explanation 
that its statements were not contradictory? Here too, let us analyze 
it. And what is the meaning of: Its statements contradict each 
other? On the one hand, it is written: “Answer not a fool accord- 
ing to his folly, lest you also be like him” (Proverbs 26:4), and on 
the other hand, it is written: “Answer a fool according to his folly, 
lest he be wise in his own eyes” (Proverbs 26:5). The Gemara re- 
solves this apparent contradiction: This is not difficult, as this, 
where one should answer a fool, is referring to a case where the fool 
is making claims about Torah matters; whereas that, where one 
should not answer him, is referring to a case where the fool is mak- 
ing claims about mundane matters. 


The Gemara relates how Sages conducted themselves in both of 
those circumstances. As in the case of that man who came before 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and said to him: Your wife is my wife’ and 

your children are my children, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: 
Would you like to drink a cup of wine? He drank and burst and 

died. Similarly, the Gemara relates: There was that man who came 

before Rabbi Hiyya and said to him: Your mother is my wife, and 

you are my son. He said to him: Would you like to drink a cup of 
wine? He drank and burst and died. Rabbi Hiyya said with regard 

to the incident involving Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi’s prayer that his children will not be rendered mamzerim, 
children of illicit relations, was effective for him. As when Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi would pray, he said after his prayer: May it be Your 
will, O Lord, my God, that You will deliver me today from impu- 
dent people and from insolence." Insolence, in this case, refers to 

mamzerut. It was due to his prayer that that man burst and was un- 
successful in disparaging Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s children. 


In matters of Torah, what is the case with regard to which the verse 
said that one should respond to a fool’s folly? As in the case where 
Rabban Gamliel was sitting and he interpreted a verse homileti- 
cally: In the future, in the World-to-Come, a woman will give 
birth every day, as it says: “The woman with child and her that 
gives birth together” (Jeremiah 31:7), explaining that birth will 
occur on the same day as conception. A certain student" scoffed 
at him and said: That cannot be, as it has already been stated: 


“There is nothing new under the sun” (Ecclesiastes 1:9). Rabban 


Gamliel said to him: Come and I will show you an example of this 
in this world. He took him outside and showed him a chicken 
that lays eggs every day. 


And furthermore: Rabban Gamliel sat and interpreted a verse 
homiletically: In the future, in the World-to-Come, trees will 
produce fruits every day, as it is stated: “And it shall bring forth 
branches and bear fruit” (Ezekiel 17:23); just as a branch grows 
every day, so too, fruit will be produced every day. A certain stu- 
dent scoffed at him and said: Isn’t it written: There is nothing new 
under the sun? He said to him: Come and I will show you an 
example of this in this world. He went outside and showed him 
a caper bush,’ part of which is edible during each season of the year. 


And furthermore: Rabban Gamliel sat and interpreted a verse 
homiletically: In the future, the World-to-Come, Eretz Yisrael 
will produce cakes and fine wool garments that will grow in the 
ground, as it is stated: “Let abundant grain be in the land.” A 
certain student scoffed at him and said: There is nothing new 
under the sun. He said to him: Come and I will show you an ex- 
ample in this world. He went outside and showed him truffles 
and mushrooms, which emerge from the earth over the course of 
a single night and are shaped like a loaf of bread. And with regard 
to wool garments, he showed him the covering ofa heart of palm, 
a young palm branch, which is wrapped in a thin net-like covering. 


NOTES 

Your wife is my wife — mwN JAW: The man who 
came to Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi claimed in the course 
of a confession that Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi’s wife had 
been unfaithful, and that Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi was 
not the father of her children. The man who came 
before Rabbi Hiyya made a similar claim. Although 
these are very serious charges, the Sages did not 
consider it proper to argue with those who brought 
them. Therefore, they found a way to discreetly be 
rid of these people. 


From impudent people and from insolence — 272 
Dg MY Od: In tractate Kiddushin (70b), the Sages 
state that impudence is an indication of tarnished 
lineage, as one of distinguished lineage is shy and 
modest. Therefore, impudence became known as a 
characteristic of a mamzer. 


Rabban Gamliel and the student — ok eu) 
when ie Aa that in messianic times there 
will be plenty in the world and life will be much easier 
and more comfortable. However, the student did not 
understand his metaphors and thought they were to 
be taken literally. This led the student to challenge 
Rabban Gamliel with a verse from the Bible. There- 
fore, the Sages said that Rabban Gamliel acted in 
accordance with the maxim: Answer a fool according 
to his folly. Since that student was a fool and asked 
questions that indicated his lack of understanding, 
the response was in kind (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna). 


BACKGROUND 


Caper bush — aby: The most common species of 
caper bush in Israel is the thorny caper bush, Cap- 
paris spinosa, a thorny, deciduous bush that grows 
toa height of 1.5 m. Its rounded leaves range in color 
from purple to green and alongside each leaf there 
is a pair of thorns. The caper has large white flowers, 
approximately 6 cm in diameter, with purple stamens. 

The buds of the caper bush, the kaprisin, from 
the Greek kárrapıç, kapparis, meaning caper bush 
or fruit of the caper bush, are the buds of flowers 
that have not yet bloomed. Nowadays, in Provence, 
Greece, and other Mediterranean countries, the 
caper-bush is grown primarily for its buds, which 
are pickled and eaten. 

If not harvested, these buds open into new flow- 
ers ona daily basis and are then pollinated and wither 
on that same day. The evyona, the ripe berry of the 
caper bush, is similar in shape to a date or small 
squash and grows to 6 cm. 

The young fronds are apparently the caper bush’s 
young, purple-green branches and their leaves, 
which in ancient times were pickled and eaten. They 
are called shuta in Aramaic. 

Botanically, the fruit of the caper bush is the berry, 
which even today is generally eaten pickled. 


Flower of the caper bush 
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—————— HALAKHA  ——————— 
A person should always be patient like Hillel, etc. - oiy 
nan immy DIK x7: To the best of one’s ability, one should 
adopt the trait of | patience and humility, distancing himself 


from arrogance and anger, as per the Gemara’s depiction of 
Hillel (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 2:3). 
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NOTES 


They said that anyone who will go and aggravate Hille 
will take, etc. — 151 5a» Don ny wap Tow oa bp saw: The 
attempt to provoke Hillel combined several factors, each o 
which was aggravating. The first was the choice of the day and 
time. Shabbat eve is a busy time, in general, and the person 
chose to disturb Hillel while he was washing his hair. Hille 
was forced to interrupt his shampoo in order to respond. The 
second factor was the contemptuous manner in which he ad- 
dressed Hillel, as if he did not know who Hillel was. Finally, the 
series of ridiculous questions with inflammatory implications 
was particularly irritating (Maharsha). 


You have asked a significant question — nbxw abit Trew: 
Hillel’s approach was to respond seriously and deliberately to 
anyone who asked him a question. If the questioner was turned 
away and embarrassed when asking a frivolous question, he 
would not return to ask significant questions that required 
meaningful answers (/yyun Ya'akov). 


LANGUAGE 
Bleary [terutot] - nivna: There are several opinions as to the 
origin of this word and its meaning. One possibility is that it 
is a derivative of the Greek verb Spvatety, to tear. Another 
possibility is the Latin teres, genitive teretis, meaning round. 


BACKGROUND 

Tadmorians and Africans — 075%) oO» TiaIH: The Tadmo- 
rians are the residents of Tadmor, Palmyra, a city located in 
the heart of the Syrian desert and visited by sandstorms from 
time to time. 

The Africans mentioned here are apparently the inhabitants 
of the southern Nile Valley, the swampy regions adjacent to 
southern Sudan. 


Four hundred zuz — t nixa yar: The easiest way to appreci- 
ate the value of this sum is by quantifying its buying power. 
Four hundred zuz was approximately four months’ salary. 
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Since the Gemara discussed the forbearance of Sages, who 
remain silent in the face of nonsensical comments, it cites 
additional relevant examples. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
A person should always be patient like Hillel" and not 
impatient like Shammai. The Gemara related: There was 
an incident involving two people 


who wagered with each other and said: Anyone who will 

go and aggravate Hillel to the point that he reprimands him, 
will take" four-hundred zuz. One of them said: I will ag- 
gravate him. That day that he chose to bother Hillel was 

Shabbat eve, and Hillel was washing the hair on his head. 
He went and passed the entrance to Hillel’s house and in 

a demeaning manner said: Who here is Hillel, who here is 

Hillel? Hillel wrapped himself in a dignified garment and 

went out to greet him. He said to him: My son, what do 

you seek? He said to him: I have a question to ask. Hillel 

said to him: Ask, my son, ask. The man asked him: Why 
are the heads of Babylonians oval? He was alluding to and 

attempting to insult Hillel, who was Babylonian. He said to 

him: My son, you have asked a significant question." The 

reason is because they do not have clever midwives. They 
do not know how to shape the child’s head at birth. 


That man went and waited one hour, a short while, re- 
turned to look for Hillel, and said: Who here is Hillel, who 

here is Hillel? Again, Hillel wrapped himself and went out 

to greet him. Hillel said to him: My son, what do you seek? 
The man said to him: I have a question to ask. He said to 

him: Ask, my son, ask. The man asked: Why are the eyes 

ofthe residents of Tadmor bleary [terutot ]?' Hillel said to 

him: My son, you have asked a significant question. The 

reason is because they live among the sands and the sand 

gets into their eyes. 


Once again the man went, waited one hour, returned, and 
said: Who here is Hillel, who here is Hillel? Again, he, 
Hillel, wrapped himself and went out to greet him. He said 
to him: My son, what do you seek? He said to him: I have 
a question to ask. He said to him: Ask, my son, ask. The 
man asked: Why do Africans’ have wide feet? Hillel said 
to him: You have asked a significant question. The reason 
is because they live in marshlands and their feet widened 
to enable them to walk through those swampy areas. 


That man said to him: I have many more questions to ask, 
but I am afraid lest you get angry. Hillel wrapped himself 
and sat before him, and he said to him: All of the ques- 
tions that you have to ask, ask them. The man got angry 
and said to him: Are you Hillel whom they call the Nasi 

of Israel? He said to him: Yes. He said to him: If it is you, 
then may there not be many like you in Israel. Hillel said 

to him: My son, for what reason do you say this? The man 

said to him: Because I lost four hundred zuz” because of 
you. Hillel said to him: Be vigilant of your spirit and avoid 

situations of this sort. Hillel is worthy of having you lose 

four hundred zuz and another four hundred zuz on his 

account, and Hillel will not get upset. 
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The Sages taught: There was an incident involving one gentile 
who came before Shammai. The gentile said to Shammai: How 
many Torahs do you have? He said to him: Two, the Written 
Torah and the Oral Torah. The gentile said to him: With regard 
to the Written Torah, I believe you, but with regard to the Oral 
Torah, I do not believe you. Convert me on condition that you 
will teach me only the Written Torah. Shammai scolded him and 
cast him out with reprimand. The same gentile came before 
Hillel, who converted him and began teaching him Torah. On 
the first day, he showed him the letters of the alphabet and said 
to him: Alef, bet, gimmel, dalet. The next day he reversed the 
order of the letters and told him that an alefis a tav and so on. The 
convert said to him: But yesterday you did not tell me that. Hil- 
lel said to him: You see that it is impossible to learn what is writ- 
ten without relying on an oral tradition. Didn’t you rely on me? 
Therefore, you should also rely on me with regard to the matter 
of the Oral Torah, and accept the interpretations that it contains. 


There was another incident involving one gentile who came 
before Shammai and said to Shammai: Convert me on condi- 
tion that you teach me the entire Torah while I am standing on 
one foot." Shammai pushed him away with the builder’s cubit 
in his hand. This was a common measuring stick and Shammai 
was a builder by trade. The same gentile came before Hillel. He 
converted him and said to him: That which is hateful to you do 
not do to another; that is the entire Torah, and the rest is its 
interpretation. Go study. 


There was another incident involving one gentile who was pass- 
ing behind the study hall and heard the voice of a teacher who 
was teaching Torah to his students and saying the verse: “And 
these are the garments® which they shall make: A breastplate, 
and an efod, and a robe, and a tunic of checkered work, a mitre, 
and a girdle” (Exodus 28:4). The gentile said: These garments, 
for whom are they designated? The students said to him: For the 
High Priest. The gentile said to himself: I will go and convert 
so that they will install me as High Priest. He came before 
Shammai and said to him: Convert me on condition that you 
install me as High Priest. Shammai pushed him with the build- 
er’s cubit in his hand. He came before Hillel; he converted him. 


Hillel said to him, to the convert: Is it not the way of the world 
that only one who knows the protocols [takhsisei]' of royalty is 
appointed king? Go and learn the royal protocols by engaging 
in Torah study. He went and read the Bible. When he reached 
the verse which says: “And the common man that draws near 
shall be put to death” (Numbers 1:51), the convert said to Hillel: 
With regard to whom is the verse speaking? Hillel said to him: 
Even with regard to David, king of Israel. The convert reasoned 
an a fortiori inference himself: If the Jewish people are called 
God’s children, and due to the love that God loved them he 
called them: “Israel is My son, My firstborn” (Exodus 4:22), and 
nevertheless it is written about them: And the common man 
that draws near shall be put to death; a mere convert who came 
without merit, with nothing more than his staff and traveling bag, 
all the more so that this applies to him, as well. 


The convert came before Shammai and told him that he retracts 
his demand to appoint him High Priest, saying: Am I at all worthy 
to be High Priest? Is it not written in the Torah: And the com- 
mon man that draws near shall be put to death? He came before 
Hillel and said to him: Hillel the patient, may blessings rest 
upon your head as you brought me under the wings of the Di- 
vine Presence. The Gemara relates: Eventually, the three con- 
verts gathered together in one place, and they said: Shammai’s 
impatience sought to drive us from the world; Hillel’s patience 
brought us beneath the wings of the Divine Presence." 


NOTES 

On one foot - nnx baby: Apparently, his intention 
was to ask the Sage for a single fundamental principle, 
one foot, upon which all of Judaism is based. Indeed, 
just as Hillel based the Torah upon this single principle, 
so too Rabbi Akiva and ben Azzai later attempted to 
formulate the same concept in different, broader terms 
(Maharsha). 


That which is hateful to you do not do to another — 
ayn xb sand 2D Jwa: This phrase appears in the 
Aramaic translation, Targum Yonatan, of the Torah verse : 
“And you shall love your neighbor as yourself” (Leviticus 
19:18). It is not a precise translation; rather, it is a limited 
interpretation. It does not express the positive mitzva 
to love another, but the prohibition, proscribing actions 
harmful to others. Apparently, Hillel sought to express 
through this principle that at the basis of the Torah are 
those mitzvot, which are fundamental principles that 
may be universally applied (Maharsha). 


Accepting converts - 0°13 nhap: In practice, people 
like the ones Hillel converted are not accepted as con- 
verts because the halakha insists that a convert accept 
upon himself the entire Torah without intention to ac- 
crue personal benefit. However, Hillel apparently relied 
on the fact that these converts could eventually accept 
Judaism in its entirety at a later time. 


BACKGROUND 


And these are the garments, etc. — ^39) 0°37 money: 
These are the priestly garments worn by the High Priest, 
also referred to as the golden garments (Exodus 28). 
Four of them, the breastplate, the efod, the robe, and 
the frontplate, were unique to the High Priest. Four 
other garments, the trousers, the tunic, the sash, and 
the miter, resembled those worn by common priests. 
There was a debate among the Sages whether the sash 
worn by the High Priest was identical to that worn by 
the common priests. It appears that the miters differed, 
at least in the way they were worn. 


Priestly garments 


LANGUAGE 


Protocols [takhsisei] - 193v: From the Greek tékic, 
taxis, which means, among other things, order, protocol, 
and observances. 
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NOTES 
Strength, that is the order of Nashim — nwa VID m'yi: The 
order of Nashim in the Mishna, which deals with the halakhot 
pertaining to women and marriage, is called strength because 
aman who lives without a wife, lives without a protective wall 
(Yevamot 62b). 


HALAKHA 

Did you conduct business faithfully — 7217a¥2 ANN DNW: 

From the outset, a person engaging in business should conduct 
himself honestly and faithfully. There should be no theft or 
deceit in one’s business affairs. Indeed, that is one of the ques- 
tions that a person is asked when standing before the heavenly 
court: Did you conduct your business honestly and faithfully? 
(Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 156). 


Did you designate times for Torah study- mind DAY ayap: 
Every person must designate specific times for Torah study 
on a regular basis. Optimally, one should study Torah after 
prayer. If one does not have the skills to study classic texts, he 
should nevertheless study material that he does understand. 
For example, focusing one’s attention and assessing his actions 
to ascertain whether or not he sinned, and then resolving to 
change his conduct falls under the rubric of Torah study. 

To ensure that no day will pass without Torah study, the 
Sages introduced several paragraphs of Torah study at the 
conclusion of the prayer service, following the Amida prayer 
(Beer Heitev). This too is one of the questions that a person is 
asked when standing before the heavenly court: Did you des- 
ignate times for Torah? (Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Talmud Torah 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 155:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Homton - jivnin: Some commentaries state that the proper 
reading should be homoton, from the Greek word d&uaBoc, 
amathos, meaning sand or sandy earth. It also refers to the 
sand and salts near the sea. 


BACKGROUND 


A kav into a kor - 133 3p: There are 180 kav in a kor. Therefore, 
one is only permitted to mix a small percentage, a little more 
than one half of one percent, of homton into a kor of wheat. 


Perek II 
Daf 31 Amud b 


LANGUAGE 


Treasurer [gizbar] — ata: This word, which appears in the Bible 
(Ezra 1:8), was apparently borrowed from the Old Persian word 
ganzabara, referring to the one in charge of the treasury. Ganz 
means treasury and bara means carrier. 
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The Gemara continues discussing the conduct of the Sages, cit- 
ing that Reish Lakish said: What is the meaning of that which 

is written: “And the faith of your times shall be a strength of 
salvation, wisdom, and knowledge, the fear of the Lord is his 

treasure” (Isaiah 33:6)? Faith; that is the order of Zera’im, 
Seeds, in the Mishna, because a person has faith in God and 

plants his seeds (Jerusalem Talmud). Your times; that is the 

order of Moed, Festival, which deals with the various occasions 

and Festivals that occur throughout the year. Strength; that is 

the order of Nashim," Women. Salvations; that is the order of 
Nezikin, Damages, as one who is being pursued is rescued from 

the hands of his pursuer. Wisdom; that is the order of Ko- 
dashim, Consecrated Items. And knowledge; that is the order 
of Teharot, Purity, which is particularly difficult to master. And 

even if a person studies and masters all of these, “the fear of the 

Lord is his treasure,’ it is preeminent. 


With regard to the same verse, Rava said: After departing from 

this world, when a person is brought to judgment for the life 

he lived in this world, they say to him in the order of that verse: 
Did you conduct business faithfully?" Did you designate 

times for Torah study?" Did you engage in procreation? Did 

you await salvation? Did you engage in the dialectics of wis- 
dom or understand one matter from another? And, neverthe- 
less, beyond all these, ifthe fear of the Lord is his treasure, yes, 
he is worthy, and if not, no, none of these accomplishments 

have any value. There is a parable that illustrates this. A person 

who said to his emissary: Bring a kor of wheat up to the attic 

for me to store there. The messenger went and brought it up 

for him. He said to the emissary: Did you mix a kav of 
homton, a preservative to keep away worms, into it for me? He 

said to him: No. He said to him: If so, it would have been pref- 
erable had you not brought it up. Of what use is worm-infest- 
ed wheat? Likewise, Torah and mitzvot without the fear of God 

are of no value. 


On a related note, the Gemara cites a halakha that was taught 
in the school of Rabbi Yishmael: A person who sells wheat 
may, ab initio, mix a kav of homton into a kor’ of grain and need 
not be concerned that by selling it all at the price of grain he 
will be guilty of theft, as the kav of homton is essential for the 
preservation of the wheat. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: Any person who has Torah in him 
but does not have 


fear of Heaven is like a treasurer [ gizbar]' to whom they gave 

keys to the inner doors of the treasury but they did not give 

keys to the outer door. With what key will he enter? Although 

the Torah is the inner key, without fear of Heaven one cannot 

gain access to the genuine Torah. Similarly, Rabbi Yannai would 

proclaim: Woe unto one who does not havea courtyard, and 

who makes a fence for the courtyard, i.e., a person who lacks 

fear of Heaven and is nevertheless involved in Torah study. Rav 
Yehuda said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, only created His 

world so that people would fear before Him, as it is stated: 

“And God has so made it that men should fear before Him” 
(Ecclesiastes 3:14). 
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The Gemara also related that Rabbi Simon and Rabbi Elazar were 
sitting. Rabbi Ya’akov bar Aha passed and went adjacent to them. One 
said to the other: Let us stand before him as he is a man who fears 
sin. The other said to him in response: Let us stand before him, as he 
is aman of Torah study. He said to him: I said to you that he is aman 
who fears sin, and you said me that he is a man of Torah study?" The 
former is much greater praise than the latter. 


The Gemara remarks: Conclude that Rabbi Elazar is the one who said 
that he is praiseworthy because he is a man who fears sin, as elsewhere 
he also spoke in praise of fear. As Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of 
Rabbi Elazar: The Holy One, Blessed be He, has in His world only 
fear of Heaven alone, as it is stated: “And now, Israel, what does the 
Lord your God ask of you, but to fear the Lord your God” (Deuter- 
onomy 10:12). And it is written: “And unto man He said: Behold [hen], 
the fear of the Lord, that is wisdom; and to depart from evil is under- 
standing” (Job 28:28), as in the Greek language they call one hen.! 
Apparently, fear of God is of primary importance. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, conclude that Rabbi Elazar is the one who said so. 


Rav Ulla taught: What is the meaning of that which is written: “Be 
not overmuch wicked”" (Ecclesiastes 7:17)? This appears difficult, as, 
is that to say that only overmuch one should not be wicked; a little, 
one should be wicked? Rather, this can be understood based on the 
following adage: One who ate a clove of garlic and its odor spreads, 
should he again eat another clove of garlic so that its odor will spread 
further? If you were somewhat wicked, do not think that it is legitimate 
to continue and be very wicked. 


Rava bar Rav Ulla taught: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “For there are no pangs [hartzubot] at their death and their body 
is sound” (Psalms 73:4)? The Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Is it not 
enough for wicked people that they are not anxious [hared] or sad 
[atzuv], hartzubot is an acronym of hared and atzuv, in anticipation of 
the day of their death, but also, their heart is as unyielding for them 
as the entrance to a hall is wide, and they devote no thought to it. And 
that is what Rabba said: What is the meaning of that which is written: 
“This is the way of them that are foolish and of those who after them 
speak approvingly, Selah” (Psalms 49:14)? It means that the wicked 
know that their path leads to eternal death, but they have fat on their 
kidneys that prevents that realization from entering their hearts. Lest 
you say that it is simply forgotten from them; therefore, the verse 


states: “And of those who after them speak approvingly, Selah” 


(Psalms 49:14). They are aware of their fate and speak of it, but it does 
not affect them. 


We learned in the mishna that if one extinguished a flame on Shabbat 
because he sought to spare the lamp, the oil, or the wick, he is liable, 
but Rabbi Yosei exempts in all cases except in a case in which he extin- 
guished the flame to spare the wick. The Gemara asks with regard to 
Rabbi Yosei: In accordance with whose opinion does he hold with 
regard to prohibited labor performed on Shabbat not for its own sake?" 
If he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
holds that one is liable for a prohibited labor performed on Shabbat not 
for its own sake, then even in all those cases he should also deem him 
liable. And if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi- 
mon, who holds that one is exempt for a prohibited labor performed 
on Shabbat not for its own sake, then even in the case of a wick he 
should also deem him exempt. Ulla said: Actually, Rabbi Yosei holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. However, Rabbi 
Yosei holds that with regard to every destructive action, if he disman- 
tles in order to rebuild" in the same place, then it is considered to be 
dismantling, and he is liable for having performed a prohibited labor 
on Shabbat. However, one who demolishes in order to build elsewhere 
it is not considered performance of the prohibited labor of disman- 
tling. He merely performed a destructive act and is not liable. When 
one extinguishes the flame to spare the lamp or the oil, he does not do 
so in order to relight them. When he does so to spare the wick, he indi- 
cates that he intends to relight the wick. 


olisher 


NOTES 

Fear and wisdom - manm axa: There is a 
distinction between the statements of Rabba 
bar Rav Huna and Rabbi Yannai. Rabbi Yannai 
praises fear more because, in his opinion, fear 
is more sublime and more intrinsic than wis- 
dom. Torah is nothing more than the gateway 
to fear. Others explained that there are vari- 
ous levels of fear. There is fear that serves as a 
prelude to acquiring the wisdom of the Torah, 
and Torah serves as a prelude to a higher level 
of fear (Shenei Luhot HaBerit; Maharsha). 


Be not overmuch wicked - 7377 ywy by: 
The commentaries explain that this quota- 
tion was introduced at this point because the 
Gemara had previously discussed Ecclesiastes 
and its internal contradictions. Therefore, the 
Gemara cited another verse that seems self- 
contradictory, since it warns against both 
righteousness and wickedness. The Gemara 
answers that there are indeed wicked people 
who gradually exacerbate their wickedness 
(Maharsha; lyyun Ya'akov). 


Prohibited labor performed on Shabbat not 
for its own sake — pub may TYR TINY: 

The parameters of a prohibited labor by To- 
rah law incorporate myriad details, including 
the intention to perform a complete action. 
As a result, there are differing opinions with 
regard to a prohibited labor performed not 
for its own sake, i.e., the labor was indeed 

performed, but the one performing the la- 
bor has no interest in its performance. If one 
needs dirt and digs a hole for that purpose, 
creating a pit is not part of his objective. The 
labor of extinguishing a flame is rarely per- 
formed for its own sake; rather, it is usually 
extinguished to prevent light or danger. In 
essence, the one extinguishing the flame is 
indifferent to whether or not the flame itself 
continues to burn. 


LANGUAGE 


One [hen] — 37: The reference is to the Greek 
word ëv, hen, which means one. 


HALAKHA 


He dismantles in order to rebuild - nib 
nid non by: One who dismantles or ruins 
a structure with the intent to repair it or to 
rebuild it, even if the intent is to rebuild it else- 
where, is liable. If his purpose in dismantling 
is destructive, he is exempt (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:15). 
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NOTES 
And in lighting the Shabbat lamp - %37 npn: Some 
commentaries explain that women are not punished for 
failure to kindle the Shabbat lights. Rather, lack of caution 
results in their lighting after Shabbat has begun, and they 
are then punished for violating the Shabbat (Rashash). 


HALAKHA 

And in lighting the Shabbat lamp - 737 nTa: Al- 
though both men and women are commanded to kindle 
the Shabbat lights, this mitzva has nevertheless become 
the purview of women, and it is their responsibility be- 
cause they are generally in charge of the home. Further- 
more, it comes as compensation for the fact that the first 
woman, Eve, extinguished the light of the world, as per 
the mishna and Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 263:3). 


BACKGROUND 

A quarter of a log of blood - 07 m39: A quarter of a log 
of blood, approximately 80-150 ml according to the vary- 
ing opinions of the authorities, is halakhically considered 
to be the minimum amount of blood required to sustain 
a person. Apparently, the Sages arrived at this measure- 
ment by checking the amount of blood in an embryo at a 
certain stage of its development. As a result, it is possible 
to call a quarter of a Jog of blood the blood of the soul 
because it is the amount required to sustain a person at 
the beginning of his life. 


Perek II 
Daf 32 Amuda 


148 


PEREK II -32A + 2997/39 


max ba stan na ah sax 
Sy anio onm jawan snd abs 
qay AT inipna Kow nia mn 
by” INIT [PD ONT Nw mb 
noah nin by apioa -ram 7198 

sag wipaa 


iyaw vars obiyd sox py van 
z 1na KIV OND md xI 
KIK JINN KAIT TT WT 
yyy ADNI K7 mans 13 
ox NTI Poy | nanan 
N39 PNB NPT Ta yaw oa 
KITE” APT "ad KPIT KII Wat 
myy yen” ap x?) ONE nyy 

pa yaw - "ang 


ning ow nivay why by 019 
mya nivm px by: anv) nywa 
aan notn mbna 


“pry? 937 aN NYDN TN TD 
122 - awa ma bpp wn 
ii AQ MYA AW a “on 
and, KJK OND UT AT 
17 aby ayyb KTI W112 
MIT NA Wip Wx NID 
DT poy by - Dann oT yw 
DAMS VT 


poy by - DIDY MMT? MUNI 
mW) DNY MIT MUNI 
poy by 701 Typ Oda Nw 
DYDD ONY OX DINK NTT 
Spin y- ah DY} 119 - ONIN 

Dan 


Rabba said to him: That reasoning is implausible. After all, all la- 
bors prohibited on Shabbat, we derive them from the labors per- 
formed in the Tabernacle, and there it was a case of dismantling in 

order to build elsewhere. They would dismantle the Tabernacle 

and reconstruct it at the next encampment. Ulla said to Rabba: That 

is not a proof, as there, in the case of the Tabernacle, it is different. 
Since it is written: “At the commandment of the Lord they en- 
camped” (Numbers 9:23). The time and place of their travels and 

their encampments were not determined by them but rather by the 

word of God. Consequently, when they took down the Tabernacle 

it was tantamount to demolishing in order to build in the same 

place. Since the demolition and the construction were both ac- 
complished at the command of God, there was never a case of de- 
struction without a constructive purpose. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: Actually, Rabbi Yosei holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. And as far as the ques- 
tion, what is different about a wick, that can be answered as Rav 
Hamnuna said, and some say, Rav Adda bar Ahava said: Here, we 
are dealing with a wick that one must singe before lighting it in 
order to facilitate its burning, as, in that case, even Rabbi Shimon 
agrees that extinguishing the flame is prohibited, as, by doing so, he 
prepares a vessel for use. Rava said: That interpretation is also 
precise in the language of the mishna, as it was taught in the mish- 
na that one who extinguished a wick is liable because he makes the 
wick into charcoal intentionally, and it was not taught because 
charcoal was made on its own. The Gemara concludes: Conclude 
from it that the mishna is to be understood in that manner. 


MI S H N A This mishna concludes the aggadic treatment 
of the topic of kindling the Shabbat lights. 
For three transgressions women are punished and die during 


childbirth: For the fact that they are not careful in observing the 
laws of a menstruating woman, and in separating halla from the 


dough, and in lighting the Shabbat lamp."" 
The Gemara asks: A woman who was not 


GE MA careful in observing the laws of menstrua- 


tion, what is the reason that she is punished during childbirth? 
Rabbi Yitzhak said: She sinned with regard to the chambers of 
her womb; therefore, she is afflicted in the chambers of her 
womb. The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to menstruation; 
but with regard to a woman who was not careful in separating 
halla and in kindling the Shabbat lights, what is there to say? 
Rather, it must be explained in accordance with that which that 
Galilean taught before Rav Hisda. The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, said: I placed a quarter [revi’it] ofa log of blood’? in you when 
you were formed, and about matters of the blood of menstruation 
I warned you. 


I called you first, as it is stated: “Israel is the Lord’s hallowed portion, 
His first fruits of the increase” (Jeremiah 2:3) and I warned you 

about matters of the first: “Of the first of your dough you shall set 

apart halla for a gift” (Numbers 15:20). The soul that I have placed 

in you is called ner: “The spirit of man is the lamp [ner] of the Lord” 
(Proverbs 20:27), and I warned you about matters of the Shabbat 

lamp. If you fulfill these mitzvot, fine, and if not, then I will take 

your soul. 
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And, if so, what is different during childbirth?’ Why does the divine 
attribute of judgment punish them for dereliction in fulfillment of these 
mitzvot specifically then? The Gemara cites several folk sayings express- 
ing the concept that when a person is in danger, he is punished for his 
sins. Rava said: If the ox fell, sharpen the knife to slaughter it. Abaye 
said: If the maidservant’s insolence abounds, she will be struck by a 
single blow as punishment for all her sins. So too, when a woman is giv- 
ing birth and her suffering is great due to Eve's sin of eating from the Tree 
of Knowledge, all the punishments for her own sins are added to that 
suffering. Rav Hisda said: Leave the drunk, as he falls on his own. 
Similarly, the time of birth is a time of danger, and if the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, does not come to her assistance at that time, that is sufficient to 
cause her death. Mar Ukva said: The shepherd is crippled, and the goats 
are running, and he cannot catch them. However, next to the gate, he 
speaks harsh words, and inside the pen he settles the account. Similarly, 
as long as a woman is in a healthy state, her sins are in abeyance, and she 
is not held accountable for them. However, when she is giving birth, 
which is a time of danger, she is held accountable for her sins and a cal- 
culation is made whether or not she is worthy of a miracle. Rav Pappa 
said: At the entrance to the stores, during a time of prosperity, brothers 
and loved ones abound. When a person is prospering financially, every- 
one acts like his brother or friend. However, at the gate of disgrace, dur- 
ing a time of loss and poverty, he has no brothers and no loved ones; 
everyone abandons him. 


And the Gemara asks: And where are men examined? When are men 
vulnerable to judgment and held accountable for their actions? Reish 
Lakish said: When they are crossing a bridge. The Gemara wonders: 
Only when they are crossing a bridge and at no other time? Rather, say: 
Anything like a bridge, any place where danger is commonplace. On a 
similar note, the Gemara relates: Rav would not cross a river in a ferry 
in which a gentile sat. He said to himself: Perhaps a judgment will be 
reckoned with him, and I will be caught together with him when he is 
punished. Whereas, Shmuel would only cross in a ferry if there was a 
gentile in it. He said: Satan does not have dominion over two nations. 
He settles his accounts with people from each nationality separately. 


Rabbi Yannai would examine the ferry and cross. The Gemara com- 
ments that Rabbi Yannai acted in accordance with his reasoning stated 
elsewhere, as he said: A person should never stand ina place of danger" 
saying that they on High will perform a miracle for him, lest in the end 
they do not perform a miracle for him. And, moreover, even if they do 
perform a miracle for him, they will deduct it from his merits. Rabbi 
Hanin said: What is the verse that alludes to this? When Jacob said: “I 
am not worthy of all the mercies, and of all the truth, which You have 
shown unto Your servant” (Genesis 32:11), and he explains: Since You 
have bestowed upon me so much kindness and truth, my merits have been 
diminished. Similarly, the Gemara relates that Rabbi Zeira would not go 
out and walk among the palm trees on a day when there was a southern 
wind’ blowing due to the fear that the trees might fall on him. 


Ina similar vein, Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, said: A person should 
always pray that he will not become ill, as if he becomes ill they say to 
him: Bring proof of your virtue and exempt yourself. It is preferable for 
a person not to be forced to prove that he merits staying alive, as he might 
not be able to prove it. Mar Ukva said: What is the verse that alludes to 
this? As it says: “When you build a new house, then you shall make a 
parapet for your roof, that you bring not blood upon your house, if the 
fallen falls mimenu” (Deuteronomy 22:8). He explains: Mimenu, from 
him proof must be brought. When one falls from his previous situation, 
itis his own responsibility to prove his innocence and emerge unharmed. 
The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: What is the meaning of the phrase: 
If the fallen falls from it? This person was destined to fall from that roof 
from the six days of Creation, it was ingrained into nature. As, although 
he did not yet fall, the verse calls him fallen. Nevertheless, the owner 
of the house is indicted for this, as merit is engendered by means of the 
innocent and guilt by means of the guilty. 


NOTES 

During childbirth - ny) nyw: The fundamental 
concept underlying all of these statements is that 
only rarely do divine punishments come with no 
material foreshadowing. Nevertheless, the time for 
retribution is when one is in a dangerous situation 
engendered by external factors. The folk expressions 
cited here seek, in different ways and to varying 
degrees, to express the same concept: In times of 
distress, all of one’s outstanding debts with God are 
settled. 


HALAKHA 

A person should never stand in a place of danger - 
map Dipa ots Tiny! dx odiyd: One is required to 

distance himself from elements or places that are 

potentially dangerous and refrain from relying on 

miracles. The Sages even said: One must treat danger 
with greater stringency than he treats prohibition. 
Therefore, one must be more vigilant in avoiding po- 
tential danger than in avoiding potential prohibition 

(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShemirat 
HaNefesh 12:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 116:5 and in 

the comment of the Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Southern wind - xw: The Arukh explains that this 
refers to a strong easterly wind that is apparently 
very hot and dry, causes food to spoil, and causes 
discomfort and fatigue among the people. 


2597/11): PEREKII:32A 149 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 

One who became ill and tended toward death, they 
say to him: Confess — i) Dyis sna) men mop on 
mn: Hhey also say to him: Many people have con- 
fessed and survived, and many have not confessed 
and died. As a reward for confessing, you live, and 
anyone who confesses has a portion in the World-to- 
Come. If one is unable to verbalize his confession, he 
may confess in his heart. If he does not know how to 
confess, he is told to say: My death shall be atonement 
for my sins (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 
1:1; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De'a 338:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Soldier [seradiyot] - vitt: From the Greek 
otpatiwtng, stratiotes, meaning soldier. Beginning 
in mishnaic times, it meant specifically a professional 
soldier or mercenary. 


Chain [kolar] - bip: From the Latin collare, meaning 
a chain around the neck of an animal or a prisoner. 


Kolar 


Advocates [peraklitin] - po opr: from the Greek 
TapaKkAntos, parakletos, meaning one who pleads 
on another's behalf or a lawyer. 


NOTES 

Nine hundred...within that same angel - nixo ywn 
yoo inixa...: Clearly, repentance and good deeds are 
identified with the advocate angel, since a good deed 
is itself an angel that advocates on one's behalf. Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, added that even 
if the good deed contains other aspects that are not 
completely good, if there is just a kernel of good in the 
action, that is sufficient. 


BACKGROUND 

They call it ark — sates piip: Medieval and modern 
talmudic commentaries (see Tosafot) ask: What is the 
sin in referring to the Holy Ark as simply ark [arna]? 
The Sages refer to it the same way [aron]. Perhaps 
the distinction is that the proper Aramaic term for ark 
is arona, while arna also means wild goat. Therefore, 
the use of that term is inappropriate when referring 
to the Holy Ark. 
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The Sages taught: One who became ill and tended toward death, 
they say to him: Confess," as all those executed by the courts 
confess. Even if he is dying of natural causes, it is worthwhile for 
him to consider his death atonement for his sins. The Sages said: 
When a person goes out to the marketplace where there are fights 
and disputes, he should consider himself as someone who has 
been handed over to a soldier [seradiyot].' If his head hurt, he 
should consider it as if they placed him in a chain [kolar]! 
around his neck. If he climbed into bed and fell ill, he should 
consider himself as if they took him up to the gallows to be 
judged, as with regard to anyone who goes up to the gallows to 
be judged, if he has great advocates [peraklitin],' he is spared, 
and if not, he is not spared. 


And with regard to divine judgment, these are a person’s advo- 
cates: Repentance and good deeds. The Gemara comments: And 

even if there are nine hundred ninety-nine asserting his guilt and 

only one asserting his innocence, he is spared, as it is stated: “If 
there be for him an angel, an advocate, one among a thousand, 
to vouch for a man’s uprightness; then He is gracious unto him, 
and says: Deliver him from going down to the pit, I have found 

a ransom” (Job 33:23-24). Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei 

HaGelili, says: Even if there are nine hundred ninety-nine por- 
tions within that same angel" accusing him, and one portion 

asserting his innocence, he is spared, as it stated: “An advocate, 
one among a thousand.” Even when the advocate who asserts his 

innocence finds only one-tenth of one percent of innocence in this 

man, even then, he is gracious unto him, and says: Deliver him 

from going down to the pit, I have found a ransom. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: For three transgressions women 
die in childbirth [yoledot]. Rabbi Elazar has a different version 
and says that women die when they are young [yeladot]. These 
transgressions are those enumerated in the mishna: The halakhot 
of a menstruating woman, halla, and Shabbat lights. Rabbi Aha 
says they are punished for the sin of laundering their children’s 
feces from clothing on Shabbat. And some say: Because they call 
the Holy Ark simply ark.’ 


Similarly, we learned in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael ben Elazar 
says: On account of two sins, ignoramuses [amei ha’aretz] die 
young (Rav Yaakov Emden): Because they call the Holy Ark 
simply ark, and because they call the synagogue the house of the 
people. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: Three 
crucibles potentially leading to death were created in the woman, 
and some say: Three accelerants of death. They are: Menstrua- 
tion, halla, and lighting the Shabbat lights. The Gemara explains 
that one version, accelerants of death, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar, who said that women die young. And the 
other one, crucibles of death, is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, who said that women die in childbirth. 


Similarly, it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Gam- 
liel says: The halakhot of consecrated items, terumot, and tithes 
are themselves the essence of Torah and are extremely severe, 


and they were given, among others, to ignoramuses" to fulfill. 
When they are negligent in the performance of these mitzvot, they 
are punished for it. 


And they were given to ignoramuses - YK avd NDAN: 
For all intents and purposes, observance of these mitzvot is in 
the purview of all, including ignoramuses. These mitzvot were 
underscored in particular because once an item achieves 


NOTES 
consecrated or teruma status, that is its status, not only for the 
one who consecrated it but for everyone. Therefore, ignoramuses 


also determine the sanctity of items, even in these stringent areas 
of halakha. 
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It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Natan says: Due to the sin of vows un- 
fulfilled a person’s wife dies. The allusion is as it is stated: “If you have not 

the wherewithal to pay, why should He take away your bed from under you?” 
(Proverbs 22:27). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Due to the sin of vows unful- 
filled, children die when they are young, as it is stated: “Better is it that you 

should not vow, than that you should vow and not pay. Suffer not your mouth 

to bring your flesh into guilt, neither say you before the messenger that it 

was an error; wherefore should God be angry at your voice and destroy the 

work of your hands?” (Ecclesiastes 5:4-5). What is the work of a person’s 

hands? You must say that it is a person’s sons and daughters. 


In order to clarify which sins cause one’s young children to die, the Gemara cites 

what the Sages taught in a baraita: For the sin of vows, one’s children die, this 

is the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi says: For the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah." The Gemara asks: 

Granted, according to the opinion of the one who said that one’s children die 

due to the sin of vows, as we stated above. However, according to the opinion 

of the one who said that one’s children die due to sin of dereliction in the study 

of Torah, what is the verse that supports this? The Gemara replies: As it is 

written: “In vain have I smitten your children; they received no morality” 
(Jeremiah 2:30). Children die because their fathers did not accept the morality, 
the Torah. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: According to the one who said that 

one’s children die because of the sin of vows, it can also be derived from here: 

In vain have I smitten your children; on matters of vanity, i.e., when one vows 

in vain and does not fulfill it. The Gemara asks: After all, Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi is Rabbi, and it was taught in a Tosefta that Rabbi said that one’s children 

die because of the sin of vows. How then could it be that Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi said that it is due to the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah? The Ge- 
mara answers: After he heard it from Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, he 

reconsidered and taught in accordance with Rabbi Elazar’s opinion. 


On the same topic, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba and Rabbi Yosei disagree. One 
said that children die due to the sin of not affixing a mezuza to one’s doorpost. 
And one said children die due to the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah. 
According to the one who said that children die because of the sin of not af- 
fixing a mezuza, his opinion there is based on an exegetical principle, which 
states that a verse is interpreted homiletically based on juxtaposition to the 
verse immediately preceding it and not on juxtaposition to the verse before 
the one preceding it. In this case, it says: “That your days may be multiplied, 
and the days of your children” (Deuteronomy 11:21), and the preceding verse 
says: “And you shall write them upon the doorposts of your house, and upon 
your gates” (Deuteronomy 11:20). And according to the one who said that 
children die due to the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah, that is because 
in his opinion the exegetical principle is that a verse is interpreted homileti- 
cally based on juxtaposition to the verse immediately preceding it, as well as 
to the verse before the one preceding it. In his opinion, the blessing of long 
life also relates to the verse before the one immediately preceding it: “And you 
shall teach them your children, talking of them” (Deuteronomy 11:19). 


The tanna’im Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda also disagreed about this. One 
said: Children die due to the sin of mezuza, and one said children die due to 
the sin of not affixing ritual fringes. The Gemara asks: Granted, according to 
the opinion of the one who said that children die due to the sin of mezuza, it 
is based on the juxtaposition of the verses, as it is written: “And you shall write 
them upon the doorposts of your house, and upon your gates,’ and it says 
thereafter: “That your days may be multiplied, and the days of your children.” 
However, according to the one who said that children die because of the sin 
of ritual fringes, what is the reason? What is the connection between these 
matters? Rav Kahana said, and some say that it was Sheila Mari: It is homi- 
letically interpreted as is written: “Also in your corners is found the blood of 
the souls of the innocent poor” (Jeremiah 2:34). Due to one’s failure to affix 
ritual fringes to the corners of his garments, the innocent poor, young children, 
who have not had opportunity to sin, die. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Ac- 
cording to the one who said that children die because of the sin of mezuza, 
it is also derived from here, as it is written in the continuation of that verse: 


“You did not find them breaking in; yet for all these things.” We see that this 


punishment comes because they made entrances like a thief’s breach in the 
wall. They did not place mezuzot in their entrances. 
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NOTES 
For the sin of dereliction in 
the study of Torah - bwa pwa 
mya: In tractate Kalla a similar 
concept is expressed, but a dif- 
ferent proof is cited: “You have 
forgotten the Torah of your God; 
| too will forget your children” 
(Hosea 4:6). 
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HALAKHA 


Anyone who is vigilant in performing the mitzva of 
ritual fringes, etc. — ^9) mwya wanda: The mitzva of 
ritual fringes is a significant one, as the Torah equated 
it to all the mitzvot, as it is stated: “That you may look 
upon it, and remember all the commandments of the 
Lord” (Numbers 19:39). Therefore, one must be vigilant 
with regard to this mitzva and perform it in a beautiful 
manner (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Ttzitzit 3:12; Tur 
Orah Hayyim 24). 


NOTES 


Mnemonic - 19D: This mnemonic includes all the cases 
subsequently discussed, although the Gemara cited 
hem with slight emendations. It is a mnemonic for 
hate, for gratuitous hatred; halla; teruma; theft; judg- 
ment, for distortion and perversion of justice; oath, for 
a vain oath; pouring, for murder; uncovering, for pro- 
hibited sexual relations; and vulgarity, for vulgar speech. 


Consume the snow waters — by Dal] buy: Apparently, 
he word consume applies to both the beginning and 
he end of the verse. It should be interpreted as fol- 
ows: As drought and heat will consume, i.e., if people 
steal the gifts that they are meant to give to others in 
he summer, then ultimately, that will cause the snow 
waters to be consumed. The verse itself can also mean 
at when drought and heat consume the snow waters, 
is a sign that: “So does the netherworld [consume] 
hose that have sinned” (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 


Mehoza - xti: Mehoza was a large city on the banks 
of the Tigris River, not far from the Malka River that con- 
nects the Tigris with the Euphrates River. Its location 
in the center of Babylonia led to its development as a 
wealthy commercial city. The people of Mehoza were 
known for their great wealth, to the extent that even 
the male residents would wear special, ornamented 
clothing. A large portion of the city’s population was 
Jewish, and included many converts. Rava was the head 
of the yeshiva in Mehoza, which later merged with the 
yeshiva of Neharde’a-Pumbedita. He regularly rebuked 
the people of the city for their self-indulgence, dishon- 
esty, and lack of fear of God. 
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Since the Gemara discussed the importance of the mitzva of rit- 
ual fringes, it cites that which Reish Lakish said: Anyone who is 
vigilant in performing the mitzva of ritual fringes" merits that 
two thousand eight hundred servants will serve him in the 
World-to-Come. As it is stated: “Thus says the Lord of hosts: In 
those days it shall come to pass, that ten men shall take hold, 
out of all the languages of the nations, shall even take hold of 
the corner of the garment of him that is a Jew, saying: We will 
go with you, for we have heard that God is with you” (Zechariah 
8:23). On each corner of a Jewish person’s garment with ritual 
fringes, ten people from each of the seventy nations will take hold. 
That totals seven hundred people on each corner; 2,800 people 
altogether. 


Together with these statements, the Gemara cites a mnemonic" 
for additional rabbinic adages with regard to punishments for 
various sins: Hate, halla, teruma, stolen, judgment, oath, pour- 
ing, uncovering, and vulgarity. It was taught in a baraita, Rabbi 
Nehemya says: Due to the sin of gratuitous hatred that one has 
for another, the punishment is great discord within a person’s 
home, and his wife miscarries, and his sons and daughters die 
when they are young. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said: 
Due to the sin of failure to separate halla from the dough, no 
blessing takes effect on the grain gathered in the storehouse and 
a curse spreads to the prices of crops, which increase, and they 
plant seeds and others eat their yield, as it is stated: “I also will 
do this unto you: I will appoint terror [behala] over you, even 
consumption and fever, that shall make the eyes to fail and the 
soul to languish; and you shall sow your seed in vain, for your 
enemies shall eat it” (Leviticus 26:16). Do not read it behala; 
rather, read it as behalla. Due to negligence in the separation of 
halla from the dough, these punishments come. And if they give 
halla, they are blessed, as it is stated: “And the first of your 
dough you shall give unto the priest to cause a blessing to rest 
on your house” (Ezekiel 44:30). 


They also said: Due to the sin of abrogation of terumot and tithes, 
the heavens are prevented from pouring down dew and rain, 
and expense prevails, and profit is lost, and people pursue their 
livelihood but do not attain it, as it is stated: “Drought and heat 
consume the snow waters;" so does the netherworld those that 
have sinned” (Job 24:19). The Gemara asks: What is the infer- 
ence? How is that concept derived from this verse? The school 
of Rabbi Yishmael taught that it should be explained as follows: 
Due to the things that I commanded you during the summer, 
separating terumot and tithes from the summer crops, and you 
did not do them, the snow waters will be robbed from you dur- 
ing the rainy season. And if people give terumot and tithes, they 
are blessed, as it is stated: “Bring you the whole tithe into the 
storehouse, that there may be food in My house, and try Me 
now with this, says the Lord of Hosts, if I will not open you the 
windows of heaven, and pour you out a blessing, that there shall 
be more than sufficiency [ad bli dai}” (Malachi 3:10). The Ge- 
mara asks: What is the meaning of: More than sufficiency [ad 
bli dai]? Rami bar Rav said that Rav said: It means that the 
abundance will be so great that your lips will be worn out [yivlu], 
similar to the word beli, from saying enough [dai]. 


Due to the sin of robbery, locusts emerge, and famine prevails, 
and people eat the flesh of their sons and daughters, as it is 
stated: “Hear this word, you cows of Bashan, that are in the 
mountain of Samaria, that oppress the poor, that crush the 
needy, that say unto their lords: Bring, that we may feast” (Amos 
4:1). Afterward it says: “And I also have given you cleanness of 
teeth in all your cities, and want of bread in all your places” (Amos 
4:6), which refers to famine. Rava said: The cows of Bashan; like 
those women of the city of Mehoza,® 
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who eat and do nothing to support themselves, and cause their 
husbands to commit the sin of theft. And it is written: “I have 
smitten you with blight and mildew; the multitude of your 
gardens and your vineyards and your fig trees and your olive 
trees has the palmerworm devoured” (Amos 4:9). And it is 
written: “That which the palmerworm has left the locust has 
eaten; and that which the locust has left the cankerworm has 
eaten; and that which the cankerworm has left the caterpillar 
has eaten” (Joel 1:4). And it is written: “And one snatches on 
the right hand, and is hungry; and he eats on the left hand, and 
is not satisfied; they eat every man the flesh of his own arm 
[besar zero’o]” (Isaiah 9:19). Do not read it: The flesh of his own 
arm [besar zero’o]; rather, the flesh of his own offspring [besar 
zaro]. All the punishments for theft listed above were explicitly 
mentioned in the verses. 


Furthermore, the Sages said that due to the sin of delay of justice, 
i.e., judges delay issuing their rulings due to personal consider- 
ations, and for distortion of justice, i.e., judges intentionally 
distort their verdicts, and for miscarriage of justice’ that results 
from negligence, and for dereliction in the study of Torah, vio- 
lence and looting abound in the world, and pestilence and fam- 
ine come, and people eat and are not sated, and they eat their 
bread measured by weight. As it is written: “And I will bring a 
sword upon you, that shall execute the vengeance of the cove- 
nant; and you shall be gathered together within your cities; and 
I will send the pestilence among you; and you shall be delivered 
into the hand of the enemy” (Leviticus 26:25). And covenant 
means nothing other than Torah, as it is stated: “If My covenant 
be not with day and night, if I have not appointed the ordinanc- 
es of heaven and earth” (Jeremiah 33:25). The study of Torah is 
the mitzva practiced both day and night. And it is written with 
regard to this punishment: “When I break your staff of bread, 
ten women shall bake your bread in one oven, and they shall 
deliver your bread again by weight; and ye shall eat, and not be 
satisfied” (Leviticus 26:26). And it is written: “Even because 
they rejected My ordinances, and their soul abhorred My stat- 
utes” (Leviticus 26:43). All of these punishments result from 
breaching the covenant of the Torah and the perversion of justice. 


Due to the sin of an oath taken in vain? and a false oath, and 
desecration of God’s name, and desecration of Shabbat, wild 
beasts abound in the world, and domesticated animals cease to 
exist, and human beings decrease in number, and the roads 
become desolate, as it is stated: “And ifin spite of these [be’eleh] 
things you will not be corrected unto Me, but will walk contrary 
unto Me casually” (Leviticus 26:23). Do not read of these 
[be’eleh]; rather, due to a vain oath [be’ala]. And it is written 
that the punishment for this is: “And I will send the beast of the 
field among you, which shall rob you of your children, and de- 
stroy your cattle, and make you few in number; and your ways 
shall become desolate” (Leviticus 26:22). And it is written with 
regard to a false oath: “And you shall not swear by My name 
falsely, so that you desecrate [ vehillalta] the name of your God: 
Iam the Lord” (Leviticus 19:12). And it is written with regard to 
desecrating the name of God: “And you shall not desecrate 
[tehallelu] My Holy Name” (Leviticus 22:32). And it is written 
with regard to desecrating Shabbat: “Every one that desecrates 
it [mehaleleha] shall surely be put to death” (Exodus 31:14). And 
derive by means of a verbal analogy [gezera shava] desecration 
[hillul] of Shabbat from desecration [hillul] of a false oath. Just 
as punishment for a false oath is desolation and wild beasts, one 
receives the same punishment for desecrating Shabbat and the 
name of God. 


NOTES 


And distortion of justice and miscarriage of justice — 
pi bhp pd mwas: Apparently, distortion of justice, 
does not refer to the judge himself, but to his attendants 
and aides who do not see to it that his rulings are imple- 
mented appropriately (Maharsha). 


BACKGROUND 


An oath taken in vain — sw nysaw: There is no halakhic 
difference between an oath taken in vain and a false oath. 
Whenever someone swears to an untruth, it falls into 
this category. However, a vain oath refers specifically to 
an oath that is patently untrue, i.e, one who takes two 
contradictory oaths and one of the two is a vain oath. If a 
person intentionally takes a vain oath, he is punishable by 
lashes. If he does so unwittingly, there is no punishment 
unless the oath also violates another prohibition, e.g., 
taking the name of God in vain. In addition, if one takes 
an oath that a known object is precisely what everyone 
perceives it to be, e.g., if one swears that a particular man 
is indeed a man, that oath falls under the rubric of an 
oath taken in vain. 
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Due to the sin of bloodshed, the Holy Temple is destroyed, and the 
Divine Presence leaves Israel, as it says: “So you shall not pollute the 
land wherein you are; for blood, it pollutes the land; and no expiation 
can be made for the land for the blood that is shed therein, but by the 
blood of him that shed it. And you shall not defile the land which you 
inhabit, in the midst of which I dwell; for I the Lord dwell in the midst 
of the children of Israel” (Numbers 35:33-34). However, if you defile 
the land, you will not inhabit it, and I will not dwell in it. 


Due to the sin of prohibited sexual relations, and idol worship, and 
failure to let the land lie fallow during the Sabbatical and Jubilee 
Years, exile comes to the world and they exile the Jewish people from 
their land, and others come and settle in their place. As it is stated 
with regard to illicit sexual relations: “For all these abominations have 
the men of the land done, that were before you, and the land is defiled; 
that the land expel not you also, when you defile it, as it expelled the 
nation that was before you” (Leviticus 18:27-28). And it is written: 
“And the land was defiled, therefore I did visit the iniquity thereof 
upon it, and the land expelled her inhabitants” (Leviticus 18:25). And 
it is written: “That the land expel not you also, when you defile it, as 
it expelled the nation that was before you.” 


And with regard to idol worship it is written: “And I will cast your 
carcasses upon the carcasses of your idols” (Leviticus 26:30). And it 
is written: “And I will bring your sanctuaries unto desolation, and 
I will not smell the savor of your sweet odors” (Leviticus 26:31). “And 
you will I scatter among the nations, and I will draw out the sword 
after you; and your land shall be a desolation, and your cities shall be 
a waste” (Leviticus 26:33). 


With regard to the sin of failure to observe the Sabbatical and Jubilee 
Years it is written: “Then shall the land be paid her Sabbaths, as 
long as it lies desolate, and you are in your enemies’ land; even then 
shall the land rest, and repay her Sabbaths” (Leviticus 26:34). And it 
is written: “As long as it lies desolate it shall have rest; even the rest 
which it had not in your Sabbaths, when you dwelt upon it” (Leviticus 
26: 35). 


Due to the sin of vulgar speech, troubles abound, and harsh decrees 
are renewed, and the youth among the enemies of Israel, a euphe- 
mistic reference to Israel, die, and orphans and widows cry out for 
help and are not answered, as it is stated: “Therefore the Lord shall 
have no joy in their young men, neither shall He have compassion 
on their fatherless and widows; for everyone is ungodly and an 
evildoer, and every mouth speaks wantonness. For all this His anger 
is not turned away, but His hand is stretched out still” (Isaiah 9:16)." 


The Gemara explains: What is the meaning of the phrase: But His 
hand is stretched out still? Rabbi Hanan bar Rava said: Everybody 
knows why the bride enters the wedding canopy. There is no secret 
revealed. Nevertheless, anyone who speaks vulgarly about it, even if 
they, on High, sealed for him a decree of seventy years of good for- 
tune, they will reverse it to bad fortune because of this sin. And 
Rabba bar Sheila said that Rav Hisda said: Anyone who speaks 
vulgarly, they deepen Gehenna for him, as it is stated: “The mouth 
that speaks perversity is a deep pit: he that is abhorred of the Lord 
shall fall therein” (Proverbs 22:14), i.e., Gehenna is deepened for one 
who speaks vulgarly. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Even one who 
hears vulgar speech and is silent is punished, as it is stated: “He that 
is abhorred of the Lord shall fall therein,™ even if he himself does 
not speak at all. 


But His hand is stretched out still [veod] — mw iT? Tiy: In this context, 
veod is understood as vaed, forever. In human terms, this refers to the 
life expectancy of seventy years. When one commits this sin, the evil 


decree is forever (Rashi). 


Shall fall therein - ow dips: Some commentaries explain that the phrase: 


NOTES 
Shall fall therein, can be understood in two ways. The first is that one shall 
fall therein, in Gehenna. The second is: He shall fall therein, in the sense 
of the verse: “Over against all his brethren he did fall” (Genesis 25:18). One 
who is present and remains silent is sentenced to the same punishment 
(Maharsha). 
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And ina similar vein, Rav Oshaya said: Anyone who prepares 

himself to commit a sin, wounds and bruises emerge on him, 
as it is stated: “Sharp wounds for one devoted to evil; so do 

stripes that reach the inward parts” (Proverbs 20:30). And not 

only that, but he is sentenced to suffer from the disease of 
edema [hidrokan],'* as it is stated: So do stripes that reach 

the inward parts. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: A sign in- 
dicating one who committed a sin is the disease hidrokan, 
which afflicts the inner parts. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: There are three types of hidro- 
kan: The one that comes as punishment for sin is thick; and 

that which is the result of hunger is swollen, but not as thick; 

and the one caused by witchcraft is thin, and the flesh of the 

sick person becomes thin in other places. 


The Gemara relates: Shmuel HaKatan fell ill with hidrokan. 
He said: Master of the Universe, who will draw lots, mean- 
ing, who will be able to determine that this hidrokan is not the 
consequence of sin? He was cured. Abaye also fell ill with 
hidrokan. Rava testified and said about him: I know about 
Nahmani, Abaye, that he starves himself and that his hidro- 
kan is the result of hunger. The Gemara relates that Rava fell 
ill with hidrokan, and they asked: But Rava did not starve 
himself, and there is no reason to suspect him of sin, and we 
cannot say that he contracted hidrokan because he did not 
relieve himself on time. Rava knew to relieve himself, as it is 
he who said: More have been killed due to the chamber pot, 
because they were not careful about relieving themselves in a 
timely manner, than those swollen due to starvation. The 
Gemara answers: Rava is different because the Sages compel 
him to remain in place against his will while he lectures. 
Since he could not relieve himself, he became sick with 


hidrokan. 


On a related note, the Sages taught in a baraita that there are 
four signs: A sign of sin is hidrokan, a sign of gratuitous 
hatred is jaundice, a sign of arrogance is poverty," and a sign 
of slander is askara. 


The Sages taught: Askara comes to the world as punishment 


for neglecting to separate tithes. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Yosei, says: Askara® comes as punishment for slander. Rava 
said, and some say that it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi who 
said it: What is the verse that alludes to this? “But the king 
shall rejoice in God; every one that swears by Him shall 
glory; for the mouth of them that speak lies shall be 
stopped” (Psalms 63:12). The punishment for lying is that the 
mouth will be stopped. Askara affects the mouth along with 
other parts of the body. 


BACKGROUND 


Askara - mX: Askara is diphtheria, an infectious disease of 
the throat that causes the mucous membrane in the throat to 
swell, causing a choking sensation. Diphtheria is very common 
among children, and until the discovery of innovative medical 
treatments it was extremely deadly. Those who contracted the 
illness would die of asphyxiation. During the Second Temple 


period, members of the non-priestly watch would fast once a 
week so that askara would not befall young children. 

Apparently, the description of the illness as beginning in 
the intestines comes from the symptoms that children display 
when contracting infectious diseases like this one, which include 
vomiting and stomachaches. 


rom the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Edema [hidrokan] — }?17171: From the Greek bSpwmKkds 
hydropikos, which means one who is ill with edema. 


BACKGROUND 

Edema [hidrokan] — }pi7t7: Edema is a symptom charac- 
terized by swelling, which is the result of fluid that collects 
in body tissue. It is caused either by disruption in the 
blood circulation or by cirrhosis of the liver. All types of 
edema are called hidrokan. One type, known as anasarca 
or hidropsia sicca is a condition where the entire body 
is swollen. Another, known as ascites, is a condition in 
which the whole body is thin, yet the stomach is swollen, 
similar to the symptoms associated with cirrhosis of the 
liver. Similar swelling, hunger edema, occurs as a result of 
prolonged starvation. Constipation does not cause edema, 
although it can cause a one’s stomach to swell. 


NOTES 
A sign of arrogance is poverty — may myy mi) yarp: In 
tractate Kiddushin, the Sages explain that poverty in this 
context is not defined in terms of wealth; rather, it refers 
to poverty in terms of Torah. In this sense, poverty results 
from a person failing to take the opportunity to travel to a 
place of Torah scholars to study with them. Due to his ar- 
rogance, he is not even aware of his own ignorance (Rashi). 
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BACKGROUND 
The vineyard in Yavne — 13294 072: Apparently, the 


seat of the Sanhedrin in Yavne was called the vine- 


yard in Yavne. According to an ancient tradition, the 
Sanhedrin was called a vineyard because when it 
was in session, the Sages themselves, along with 
their students, would sit in rows, like the rows of a 


vineyard (Jerusalem Talmud). The seat of the San- 
hedrin may also have been located near vineyards, 


lending the name a double meaning. Since most of 
the prominent Sages of that generation assembled 
there and their decisions were especially significant 
for the future existence of the Jewish people, the 


vineyard in Yavne was held in high regard. The ha- 


lakhot studied there, known as the baraitot of the 
vineyard, are extremely authoritative. 
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A dilemma was raised before those who were sitting in the study 
hall: Did Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, say that askara comes 
as punishment only for slander, or perhaps he said it was also for 
slander? Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that 
which was taught in a baraita: When our Sages entered the vine- 
yard in Yavne,® Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon were there, and a question was asked 
before them with regard to this plague of askara: Why does it 
begin in the intestines and end in the mouth? Rabbi Yehuda, son 
of Rabbi Ila’i, who was the head of the speakers in every place, 
responded and said: Even though the kidneys advise, and the 
heart understands, and the tongue shapes the voice that emerges 
from the mouth, still, the mouth completes the formation of the 
voice. Therefore, the disease begins in the same place that slander 
begins and it ends in the mouth. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
responded and said: This disease ends in the mouth because one 
eats with it non-kosher things. They immediately wondered about 
this: Does it enter your mind to say that askara is caused by eating 
non-kosher food? Are those who eat non-kosher food so numer- 
ous? Rather, it comes as a punishment for eating foods that were 
not ritually prepared, i.e., were not tithed. Rabbi Shimon respond- 
ed and said: This disease comes as a punishment for the sin of 
dereliction in the study of Torah. 


They said to him: Women will prove that dereliction in the study 
of Torah is not the cause, as they are not obligated to study Torah 
and, nevertheless, they contract askara. He answered them: They 
are punished because they cause their husbands to be idle from 
the study of Torah. They said to him: Gentiles will prove that this 
is not the cause, as they also contract askara even though they are 
not obligated to study Torah. He answered them: They are also 
punished because they cause Israel to be idle from the study of 
Torah. They said to him: Children will prove that this is not the 
cause, for they are not at all obligated to study Torah and they also 
suffer from askara. He answered them: They are punished because 
they cause their fathers to be idle from the study of Torah. They 
said to him: School children will prove that this is not the cause, 
as they study Torah and, nevertheless, they suffer from askara. 


The Gemara answers: There, it must be understood in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Guryon, as Rabbi Guryon said, and 
some say that it was Rav Yosef, son of Rabbi Shemaya, who said 
it: At a time when there are righteous people in the generation, 
the righteous are seized, i.e., they die or suffer, for the sins of the 
generation." If there are no righteous people in the generation, 
school children, who are also without sin, are seized for the sins 
of the generation. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Ze’iri said, and some say that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Nezira said: What is the verse that alludes to 
this? “If you know not, you fairest among women, go your way 
forth by the footsteps of the flock and feed your kids, beside the 
shepherds’ tents [mishkenot]” (Song of Songs 1:8). And we say in 
explanation of this verse: They are the lambs that are taken as 
collateral [hamemushkanin], which is etymologically similar to the 
word mishkenot, in place of the shepherds. If the shepherds and 
leaders of the generation corrupt the multitudes, young children 
die because of their sins. With regard to the dilemma, conclude 
from it that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, said that the illness 
of askara also results from slander, as the baraita provides an 
additional cause of the illness. The Gemara comments: Indeed, 
conclude from it. 


The righteous are seized for the sins of the generation - o»"1¥ 
aint by wpən): Due to the general principle that all members 
of the Jewish people are mutually responsible for each other, 
clearly, leaders and the righteous suffer for the sins of the 


NOTES 
multitudes. Furthermore, the wicked are punished by means of 
a plague that afflicts everyone, while the punishment meted out 


to the righteous is by God's hand and they alone are punished 
(Sha‘arei Ora). 
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In this baraita Rabbi Yehuda is described as head of the speakers in every 
place. The Gemara asks: And why did they call him head of the speakers 
in every place? The Gemara relates that this resulted due to an incident 
that took place when Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon 
were sitting, and Yehuda, son of converts, sat beside them. Rabbi Ye- 
huda opened and said: How pleasant are the actions of this nation, the 
Romans,’ as they established marketplaces, established bridges, and 
established bathhouses. Rabbi Yosei was silent. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai responded and said: Everything that they established, they es- 
tablished only for their own purposes. They established marketplaces, 
to place prostitutes in them; bathhouses, to pamper themselves; and 
bridges, to collect taxes from all who pass over them. Yehuda, son of 
converts, went and related their statements" to his household, and those 
statements continued to spread until they were heard by the monarchy. 
They ruled and said: Yehuda, who elevated the Roman regime, shall be 
elevated and appointed as head of the Sages, the head of the speakers in 
every place. Yosei, who remained silent, shall be exiled from his home 
in Judea as punishment, and sent to the city of Tzippori in the Galilee. 
And Shimon, who denounced the government, shall be killed. 


Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai and his son, Rabbi Elazar, went and hid in the 
study hall. Every day Rabbi Shimon’s wife would bring them bread and 
a jug of water and they would eat. When the decree intensified, Rabbi 
Shimon said to his son: Women are easily impressionable" and, there- 
fore, there is room for concern lest the authorities torture her and she 
reveal our whereabouts. They went and they hid in a cave. A miracle 
occurred and a carob tree was created for them as well as a spring of 
water. They would remove their clothes and sit covered in sand up to 
their necks. They would study Torah all day in that manner. At the time 
of prayer, they would dress, cover themselves, and pray," and they 
would again remove their clothes afterward so that they would not 
become tattered. They sat in the cave for twelve years. Elijah the Prophet 
came’ and stood at the entrance to the cave and said: Who will inform 
bar Yohai that the emperor died and his decree has been abrogated? 


They emerged from the cave, and saw people who were plowing and 
sowing. Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai said: These people abandon eternal life 
of Torah study and engage in temporal life for their own sustenance. The 
Gemara relates that every place that Rabbi Shimon and his son Rabbi 
Elazar directed their eyes was immediately burned." A Divine Voice 
emerged and said to them: Did you emerge from the cave in order to 
destroy My world? Return to your cave. They again went and sat there 
for twelve months. They said: The judgment of the wicked in Gehenna 
lasts for twelve months. Surely their sin was atoned in that time. A Divine 
Voice emerged and said to them: Emerge from your cave. They emerged. 
Everywhere that Rabbi Elazar would strike, Rabbi Shimon would heal. 
Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi Elazar: My son, you and I suffice for the 
entire world, as the two of us are engaged in the proper study of Torah. 


As the sun was setting on Shabbat eve, they saw an elderly man who 

was holding two bundles of myrtle branches and running at twilight. 
They said to him: Why do you have these? He said to them: In honor 

of Shabbat. They said to him: And let one suffice. He answered them: 

One is corresponding to: “Remember the Shabbat day, to keep it holy” 
(Exodus 20:8), and one is corresponding to: “Observe the Shabbat day, 
to keep it holy” (Deuteronomy 5:12). Rabbi Shimon said to his son: See 

how beloved the mitzvot are to Israel. Their minds were put at ease 

and they were no longer as upset that people were not engaged in Torah 

study. 


Women are easily impressionable — iby abp pet own: In other words, 
women are more easily appeased and persuaded and are not always 
sensitive to the danger inherent in a given situation (Rashi). 


They would dress, cover themselves, and pray 


4:12; see Maharsha). 


- ym a wah: 
Although they were covered in sand, they still donned their clothing 
during prayer because of the verse: “Prepare to meet your God” (Amos 


NOTES 


Elijah the Prophet came - arg XIN: Some commentaries explain that 
any bearer of good news is referred to as Elijah. In this case, a person 
passed by and recounted what had happened in an incidental, uncon- 
sidered remark (Beit Ya'akov). 


Every place they directed their eyes was immediately burned — bs 
wa wn Pry panig Dipa: Some commentaries explain this incident 
homiletically. Rabbi Shimon and his son convinced people to abandon 
their business and engage in Torah study for its own sake (Beit Ya‘akov). 


BACKGROUND 


The actions of the Romans - »wyn 
DRANT: As opposed to the Greeks, 
the Romans did not directly impose cul- 
tural or spiritual changes on the peoples 
they conquered. Instead, the Romans 
excelled in effective organization and 
comprehensive building projects. In 
all of the lands they conquered, they 
expertly paved roads, many of which 
are intact to this day in Eretz Yisrael and 
in other countries. They erected bridges 
over rivers and streams and constructed 
well-planned cities and public estab- 
lishments, such as bathhouses and 
theaters. All of these developments 
resulted in the improvement of the 
quality of life in the countries they con- 
quered within a short period of time. 
Rabbi Yehuda’s praise for them is un- 
derstandable. Rabbi Shimon saw all of 
the Roman accomplishments merely as 
measures to facilitate domination and 
exploitation of the people they ruled. 


HALAKHA 


Yehuda, son of converts, went and 
related their statements — 7117 ba 
ont 5D) D ja: One who accepts 
information that could potentially cause 
pain or harm to an individual if it be- 
came public, even if that was not the 
intention of the source of the informa- 
tion, violates the prohibition against evil 
speech. That was the case of Yehuda, 
son of converts (Rambam Sefer HaMa- 
dda, Hilkhot Deot 7:5). 


sav: PEREKII-33B 1657 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir — ja DM35 37 
vy? Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir was one 
of the Sages of the Mishna and among 
the outstanding righteous individuals of 
talmudic times. He also had a reputation 
for being a miracle worker. 

Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir was a con- 
temporary of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai. 
According to the text here, Rabbi Shi- 
mon was his father-in-law, but in other 
sources he is described as Rabbi Shi- 
mon’s father-in-law. Even during his life- 
ime, he was revered by all of the Sages. 
There are so many miraculous stories 
old about him that in the Talmud it was 
said about him: How much greater was 
his man than Moses our teacher. 

Even Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya'ir's donkey 
was righteous: He would not eat pro- 
duce that was not tithed. Indeed, the 
Talmud relates several stories about the 
donkey of Rabbi Pinehas ben Yair. 

Only a few of his Torah statements are 
recorded. His most famous statement 
is his enumeration of the succession 
of character traits that ultimately lead 
one to prophecy and the advent of the 
Messiah. 


Perek II 
Daf 34 Amuda 


NOTES 


Ben Yohai purified the cemetery - 179 
niapi Ma mi pa: It is explained in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Sheviit 9:1) that Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yohai accomplished this mi- 
raculously. Everywhere that a corpse was 
buried, it would rise up from the earth. 
Although the Samaritans attempted to 
sabotage his effort, they were unsuc- 
cessful. Here, it is explained that Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yohai purified the ground 
by examining the texture of the soil to 
see whether or not the soil had been 
overturned at some point in the past. 


A pile of bones - ninyy bw ba: The im- 
plication is that he died, since with the 
passage of time a corpse turns into a 
mere pile of bones (Rashi). 


PERSONALITIES 


Yehuda, son of converts - ja 77117 
m: He was called son of converts be- 
cause his parents were indeed converts. 
He is counted among the students of 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, who referred 
to him as a man of stature and treated 
him with respect. The fact that he sat 
in the company of the most prominent 
Sages indicates his significance and 
proves that they considered him loyal. 
However, Rabbi Shimon became angry 
with him because he violated a basic 
principle: Matters discussed in the study 
hall, whether statements about politics 
or topics that warrant discretion, should 
not to be discussed outside the study 
hall (see Tosafot). 
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Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir,’ Rabbi Shimon’s son-in-law, heard and went 
out to greet him. He brought him into the bathhouse and began tend- 
ing to his flesh. He saw that Rabbi Shimon had cracks in the skin on 
his body. He was crying, and the tears fell from his eyes and caused 
Rabbi Shimon pain. Rabbi Pinehas said to Rabbi Shimon, his father- 
in-law: Woe is me, that I have seen you like this. Rabbi Shimon said 
to him: Happy are you that you have seen me like this, as had you not 
seen me like this, you would not have found in me this prominence 
in Torah, as the Gemara relates: At first, when Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai would raise a difficulty, Rabbi Pinehas ben Ya’ir would respond 
to his question with twelve answers. Ultimately, when Rabbi Pinehas 
ben Ya’ir would raise a difficulty, Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai would 
respond with twenty-four answers. 


Rabbi Shimon said: Since a miracle transpired for me, I will go and 
repair something for the sake of others in gratitude for God’s kindness, 
as itis written: “And Jacob came whole to the city of Shechem, which 
is in the land of Canaan, when he came from Paddan-aram; and he 
graced the countenance of the city” (Genesis 33:18). Rav said, the mean- 
ing of: And Jacob came whole, is: Whole in his body, whole in his 
money, whole in his Torah. And what did he do? And he graced the 
countenance of the city; he performed gracious acts to benefit the city. 
Rav said: Jacob established a currency for them. And Shmuel said: 
He established marketplaces for them. And Rabbi Yohanan said: He 
established bathhouses for them. In any event, clearly one for whom 
a miracle transpires should perform an act of kindness for his neighbors 
as a sign of gratitude. He said: Is there something that needs repair? 
They said to him: There is a place where there is uncertainty with 
regard to ritual impurity 


and the priests are troubled by being forced to circumvent it, as it is 
prohibited for them to become ritually impure from contact with a 
corpse. There was suspicion, but no certainty, that a corpse was buried 
there. Therefore, they were unable to definitively determine its status. 
Rabbi Shimon said: Is there a person who knows that there was a 
presumption of ritual purity here? Is there anyone who remembers a 
time when this place was not considered ritually impure, or that at least 
part of it was considered to be ritually pure? An Elder said to him: Here 
ben Zakkai planted and cut the teruma of lupines. In this marketplace 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai, who himself was a priest, once planted lu- 
pines that were given to him as teruma. On that basis, the conclusion 
can be drawn that it was definitely ritually pure. Rabbi Shimon, like 
Jacob, also did so and took steps to improve the city and examined the 
ground (Tosafot). Everywhere that the ground was hard, he pro- 
nounced it ritually pure as there was certainly no corpse there, and 
every place that the ground was soft, he marked it indicating that 
perhaps a corpse was buried there. In that way, he purified the market- 
place so that even priests could walk through it. 


A certain Elder said in ridicule and surprise: Ben Yohai purified the 
cemetery.’ Rabbi Shimon got angry and said to him: Had you not 
been with us, and even had you been with us and were not counted 
with us in rendering this ruling, what you say is fine. You could have 
said that you were unaware of my intention or that you did not agree or 
participate in this decision. Now that you were with us and were 
counted with us in rendering this ruling, you will cause people to say 
that Sages are unwilling to cooperate with one another. They will say: 
If competing prostitutes still apply makeup to each other to help one 
another look beautiful, all the more so that Torah scholars should 
cooperate with each other. He directed his eyes toward him and the 
Elder died. Rabbi Shimon went out to the marketplace and he saw 
Yehuda, son of converts,’ who was the cause of this entire incident. 
Rabbi Shimon, said: This one still has a place in the world? He di- 
rected his eyes toward him and turned him into a pile of bones.’ 
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MI S H N A There are three things a person must say" in his home 

on Shabbat eve at nightfall and not before. The mish- 
na elaborates: He should ask the members of his household, have you tithed 
the crop that required tithing? Have you placed the eiruv for joining the 
courtyards and joining the Shabbat borders? If you have done so, light the 
lamp in honor of Shabbat. The Sages stated a principle: If the time arrives on 
Friday when there is uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty 
whether it is not yet nightfall,“ one may not tithe the crop that has defi- 
nitely not been tithed, and one may not immerse ritually impure vessels in 
a ritual bath to render them ritually pure, and one may not light the Shabbat 
lights. However, one may tithe demai, doubtfully tithed produce, which 
must be tithed due to mere suspicion. And one may place an eiruv and in- 
sulate the hot water to be used on Shabbat. 


e E M ARA The Gemara attempts to clarify: From where are 


these matters, that one must ask these questions in 
his home at nightfall of Shabbat, derived? Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: As 
the verse said: “And you shall know that your tent is in peace;" and you 
shall visit your habitation, and shall not sin” (Job 5:24). From here it is 
derived that one should visit his habitation, i.e., ask in his home, so that he 
will not come to sin. Rabba bar Rav Huna said: Although the Sages said 
that there are three things a person should, indeed he is required to, say in 
his home on Shabbat eve at nightfall, one must say them calmly so that the 
members of his household will accept them from him. If he says them 
harshly, his family members may mislead him and cause him to sin. Rav Ashi 
said: I did not hear this halakha of Rabba bar Rav Huna, but I fulfilled it 
based on my own reasoning. 


The Gemara asks: This mishna itself is difficult, as it contains an internal 
contradiction. On the one hand, you stated initially that there are three things 
a person must say in his home before Shabbat at nightfall, and this means: 
At nightfall, i.e., before nightfall, yes, he should say those things; when there 
is uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty whether it is not yet 
nightfall, no, he should not say them. Even if one were to ask then, it is no 
longer permitted to correct these matters. And then it taught: When there 
is uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty whether it is not yet 
nightfall, one may place an eiruv. One may correct the situation even then. 
Why did the mishna restrict asking these questions to an earlier time? 


Incidentally, prior to answering this question, the Gemara lists all of the 
other halakhot in tractate Shabbat stated by the Sage who answers the ques- 
tion, with the mnemonic: Self," pruning, bird, cord, silk. 


Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: This is not 
difficult and there is no contradiction here. Here, at the beginning of the 
mishna, where it indicates that the eiruv can only be placed while it is still day, 
it is referring to the joining of Shabbat boundaries,’ which is based on a 
Torah law. Therefore, one must place this eiruv while it is definitely day. And 
here, where the mishna said that it is permitted even when it is uncertain 
whether or not it is already nighttime, it is referring to the joining of court- 
yards, which is more lenient and based merely on a stringency. 


NOTES 


Uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty whether it is 
not yet nightfall - nawn ix pap nawn pap: Some commentar- 
ies explain that this period i is not definitely twilight. It is uncertain 
twilight (Penei Yehoshua). Others explain that the phrase: Uncertainty 
whether it is nightfall, refers to the onset of Shabbat. Uncertainty 
whether it is not yet nightfall, refers to the conclusion of Shabbat 
(Melo HaRo'im). 


That your tent is in peace - shins ohw 13: The verse alludes to 
the three actions mentioned in the mishna. “And you shall know 
that your tent is in peace” refers to the Shabbat light, as mentioned 
above: “And my soul is removed far off from peace,’ that is kindling 
the Shabbat light. “And you shall visit your habitation’ refers to the 
eiruv, which is a stage in preparing the house for Shabbat. “And 
you shall not sin” refers to the tithe, as it is written with regard to 


eating untithed produce: “And you shall bear no sin by reason of it” 


(Numbers 18:32; see the Ran). 


The mnemonic: Self, etc. — 131 89333 :p2D: This is a mnemonic of 


the halakhot that Rabbi Abba said in the name of Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Ashi in the name of Rav throughout tractate Shabbat. Self refers to 
the solution to the question: This itself is difficult. Pruning refers to 
his statement: One who prunes is liable for the labor of planting 
(73b, p. 356). Bird refers to the halakha of a bird that flies under one's 
clothing (107a). Cord refers to the halakha that one may bring a rope 
from his house and tie it (113a). Silk refers to the issue of silk brooms 
(124b; see Maharsha). 


Here, it is referring to the joining of Shabbat boundaries — x3 
painn arya: The stringency of the joining of Shabbat boundaries 
[eiruv tehumin] stems from the dispute whether or not the prohibi- 
tion to travel beyond city limits on Shabbat is by Torah law. Some 
tannaʻim are of the opinion that the halakha of Shabbat boundaries 
is by Torah law, as it is stated: “Abide you every man in his place, let 
no man go out of his place” (Exodus 16:29). Even those who hold 
that the two-thousand-cubit Shabbat boundary is by rabbinic law 
understand that the essential Shabbat boundary, twelve mil beyond 
city limits, is by Torah law (Rambam). 


HALAKHA 


Three things a person must say - 037 mw 
and DIX Jw: A person should calmly ask the 
members of his household three questions be- 
fore Shabbat begins, just before twilight (Mishna 
Berura): Have you tithed the produce? Have you 
placed the eiruv? Have you separated halla? After 
doing so, he says to them: Light the lamp, as per 
the statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna. Nowadays, 
when the joining of courtyards is placed for an en- 
tire year, or in a location where there is no mitzva 
to tithe, one need not ask those questions (Rema; 
Beer Heitev; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 5:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 260:2). 


Uncertainty whether it is nightfall and un- 
certainty whether it is not yet nightfall - pap 
Tawny $x Pod mawn: When there is uncertainty 
whether or not night has fallen on Friday evening, 
one may not tithe produce that definitely has not 
been tithed, including fruit, for which tithing is 
required by rabbinic law (Mishna Berura). One may 
not immerse vessels in a ritual bath, one may not 
light the lamp, and one may not place a joining of 
the Shabbat boundaries. However, one may tithe 
demai, insulate hot water in a manner that does 
not add heat (Mishna Berura), and place a joining 
of the courtyards (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 261:1). 
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NOTES 


One to whom two people said: Go and place an eiruv 
for us — why sqwy xy ow 15 nny: The Gemara cited a 
case where two people asked a third to place an eiruv for 
them, rather than the simple case of two people who each 
placed his own eiruv, to underscore the halakha that even 
if the third person, the messenger, was to ask about the 
status of each eiruv, the Sages deemed them both valid 
(Penei Yehoshua). Although the essential basis of this issue 
is not fully developed here, the Gemara raises this basic 
problem in a similar case in which there are two paths, one 
ritually impure and one ritually pure, and one person took 
one path and one took the other, and they do not know 
which person took which path. Clearly, one of them must 
have been exposed to ritual impurity. The ruling is depen- 
dent on a dispute between the tanna'im with regard to the 
extent to which each case is treated independently. If the 
uncertainty is with regard to one person, it is prohibited, 
despite the fact that it is an uncertainty involving rabbinic 
law (Melo HaRojim). 


HALAKHA 


One to whom two people said: Go and place an eiruv for 
us — why IW XY DW b WAX: If two people deputized 
a third person to place an eiruv for them, and he placed 
the eiruv for one while it was still day and the eiruv food 
was eaten during twilight, and he placed the eiruv for the 
second one during twilight, then the halakha is that each 
eiruv is valid. For the one whose eiruv was eaten, twilight is 
considered nighttime, and it is as if the eiruv were eaten after 
Shabbat begun. For the one whose eiruv was placed during 
twilight, it is considered to be daytime, and it is as if the 
eiruv were placed during the day. Joining of courtyards is a 
rabbinic edict, and there is a principle that rulings in cases of 
uncertainty with regard to rabbinic ordinances are lenient. If 
the e/ruv was both placed during twilight and eaten during 
twilight, it is invalid (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 
6:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 393:3). 


One may not insulate in something that does not add 
heat from nightfall - baz poia iow sata priv prs 
mawnwn: One may not insulate food at night on Friday even 
in a substance that does not add heat. The decree is based 
on the fear that he might come to cook food on Shabbat. 
Therefore, this halakha applies only in a case where there is 
concern that the Torah prohibition against cooking might 
be violated (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2571, 318:4). 


Perek II 
Daf34 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


One may not insulate in something that adds heat - px 
ban spina 1313 piv: One may not insulate food in a 
substance that adds heat, even while it is still day. If one did 
so, even unintentionally (Magen Avraham), it is prohibited to 
eat the food (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2571). 
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In connection to this, the Gemara cites the halakha that Rava said in 

order to emphasize the rabbinic aspect of the halakhot of eiruv: One 

to whom two people said: Go and place an eiruv, a joining of court- 
yards (Rabbeinu Hananel), for us." For one of them he placed an 

eiruv while it was still day, and for one he placed an eiruv at twilight, 
when it is uncertain whether it is day or night. The one for whom he 

placed an eiruv while it was still day had his eiruv eaten during twi- 
light, and the one for whom he placed an eiruv during twilight had 

his eiruv eaten after nightfall. The principle is as follows: Whether or 
not an eiruv takes effect is determined at the moment that Shabbat 
begins. If one placed the eiruv beforehand, and it remains intact at the 

moment Shabbat begins, the eiruv is in effect. However, if the eiruv that 
was placed at the appropriate time was eaten during twilight, it is 

problematic. Twilight is a period of uncertainty. There is uncertainty 
whether it is day, and consequently the eiruv was not in place at the 

moment that Shabbat began, or whether it is night, and it was in place. 
In the latter case, there is still uncertainty as to whether or not the eiruv 

was in place prior to Shabbat, so that it could take effect at all. In that 
case, Rava ruled that both of them acquired the eiruv. 


The Gemara is surprised by this: Whichever way you look at it, this 
ruling is difficult. If the twilight period is considered day, let the latter 
one acquire his eiruv, but let the first one not acquire his because his 
eiruv was eaten while it was still day. And if the twilight period is night, 
let the first one acquire his eiruv, but let the latter one not acquire 
his eiruv because his was not placed before Shabbat. In any event, it is 
impossible for the eiruv in both of these cases to be valid. The Gemara 
answers this according to Rava’s position: The status of twilight is 
uncertain, as it is unknown whether it is day, or night, or both, and 
uncertainty in the case of a rabbinic ordinance is ruled leniently. 
Therefore, in both cases the eiruv is acquired. 


And Rava said: Why did they say that one may not insulate hot 
water even in something that does not add heat, but only retains the 
pre-existing heat, from nightfall" on Friday? It is a decree lest one 
come to boil the pot on Shabbat. Abaye said to him: If so, ifit is due 
to concern that one may boil it, then during twilight we should also 
issue a decree and prohibit insulating in something that does not add 
heat. Rava said to him: During twilight, there is no reason to be con- 
cerned because at that time most pots are boiling, as they have just 
been taken off of the fire. Later at night the pots cool down and it is 
conceivable that one may come to boil them in order to restore the 
heat. 


And Rava said: 


Why did the Sages say that one may not insulate hot water for Shabbat 
in something that adds heat," even while it is still day? It is a decree 
lest one come to cover it in hot ashes that contain a glowing ember. 
People may not differentiate between addition of heat by means of hot 
ashes and other additions of heat. Abaye said to him: Let him insulate 
it with hot ashes, what is the problem? Rava answered him: It is a 
decree lest one come to stoke the coals in order to make them burn 
on Shabbat and thereby violate a Torah prohibition. 


The Sages taught a baraita which discusses the range of problems that 

arise with regard to the twilight period. Twilight is a period of uncer- 
tainty. It is uncertain whether it consists of both day and night, it is 

uncertain whether it is completely day, and it is uncertain whether 

it is completely night. Therefore, the Sages impose the stringencies 

of both days upon it. If there is a stringency that applies on either of 
the days, one is obligated to adhere to it during the twilight period. 
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Nevertheless, the definition of twilight is uncertain. And what is twi- 
light? From when the sun sets, as long as the eastern face of the sky 
is reddened by the light of the sun. If the lower segment of the sky has 
lost its color, and the upper segment has not yet lost its color, that is 
the twilight period. If the upper segment has lost its color, and its 
color equals that of the lower one, it is night; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Nehemya says: The duration of the twilight 
period is the time it takes for a person to walk half a mil after the sun 
sets. Rabbi Yosei says: Twilight does not last for a quantifiable period 
of time; rather, it is like the blink of an eye: This, night, enters and that, 
day, leaves, and it is impossible to calculate it due to its brevity. 


It was taught in the baraita that the Master said: The Sages impose the 

stringencies of both days upon twilight. The Gemara asks: With re- 
gard to what halakha was this stated? Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, 
said: With regard to the matter of ritual impurity, as we learned in a 

mishna: With regard to a zav who saw an emission for two consecutive 

days during twilight," it is unclear whether it should be considered as 

if he only saw the emission for a single day, as perhaps twilight of the 

first day was part of the following day, and twilight of the second day 
was part of the previous day; or, whether it should be considered as two 

days, attributing each twilight to either the previous or the following 

day; or, whether it should be considered three days, as it is possible to 

view the twilight period as two days. By Torah law, a zav who saw two 

emissions is ritually impure, and all of the stringencies ofa zav apply to 

him. Ifhe sees a third emission, he is liable to bring an offering as part 

ofhis purification ritual. Therefore, this zav, with regard to whom there 

is uncertainty whether he saw emissions for one day, two days, or three 

days, has uncertain status with regard to both ritual impurity and to 

sacrifice. Ifhe saw an emission one day during twilight, he has uncer- 
tain status with regard to ritual impurity because it may be considered 

two days. 


The Gemara comments on the baraita cited by the Gemara. This baraita 
is itself difficult, self-contradictory. Initially you said, what is twilight?" 
From when the sun sets, as long as the eastern face of the sky is 
reddened by the light of the sun. By inference, if the bottom segment 
lost its color, and the upper one has not lost its color, it is night. And 
then the baraita taught: If the lower segment of the sky has lost its 
color, and the upper segment has not yet lost its color, that is the 
twilight period. There is an apparent internal contradiction in the 
baraita. Rabba said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: In order 
to resolve the contradiction, unify the two statements and teach it as 
follows: What is twilight? From when the sun sets, as long as the 
eastern face of the sky is reddened by the light of the sun. If the lower 
segment of the sky has lost its color and the upper segment has not yet 
lost its color, that is also the twilight period. Only if the upper segment 
lost its color, and it equals that of the lower one, is it night. And Rav 
Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said otherwise: From 
when the sun sets, as long as the eastern face of the sky is reddened 
by the light of the sun, it is day. If the lower segment of the sky has lost 
its color, and the upper segment has not yet lost its color, that is the 
twilight period. If the upper segment lost its color and it equals that 
of the lower one, it is night. 


And the Gemara remarks: In this dispute over the precise definition of 
twilight both Rabba and Rav Yosef follow their line of reasoning 
stated elsewhere. As it was stated: What is the measure of the duration 
of twilight? Rabba said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The 
time it takes to walk three parts of a mil." The Gemara asks: What is 
the meaning of three parts of a mil? If you say that it refers to three 
halves of a mil, let him say a mil and a half. Rather, if you say that it 
means three-thirds of a mil, let him simply say one mil. Rather, it 
means three-quarters of a mil. And Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda 
said that Shmuel said: The duration of twilight is two parts of a mil. 
Again the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of two parts of a mil? If 
you say that it means two halves of a mil, let him simply say one mil. 
Rather, if you say that it means two-quarters of a mil, let him say in- 
stead: Half of a mil. Rather, 
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HALAKHA 
Saw two days during twilight — 03? ww AKT 
Diwrws pa: A zav who saw an emission during 
twilight is considered ritually impure based on 
an uncertainty. If a zav saw an emission on two 
consecutive days during twilight, his status is 
uncertain with regard to both ritual impurity 
and the sacrifice. Consequently, the sacrifice 
may not be eaten, as per the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 2:12-14). 


What is twilight — nivaws pa wx: The dura- 
tion of twilight lasts as long as it takes to walk 
three-quarters of a mil before nightfall. The 
halakha was decided in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, the ruling of Rabbi 
Yohanan, below, and the opinion of Rabba, in 
accordance with whose opinion the halakha is 
established in disputes with Rav Yosef (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 261:2). 


NOTES 
Three parts of a mil - bon hn mw: The as- 
sumption in establishing the duration of twilight 
is that as simple a number as possible was cho- 
sen to quantify it. The possibility that Shmuel 
was referring to three-fifths or three-sevenths 
of a mil was not considered (Rashash). 
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Perek II 
Daf 35 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 
One-sixth [danka] — spat: Danka is the name of a Persian 
coin. In Middle Persian, the word dang means a tiny particle. 
Maa is the Aramaic equivalent of danka. Since the ma'a is 
one-sixth of a dinar, the Sages used the word danka to refer 
to one-sixth in many contexts. 


NOTES 
A wicker vessel with a capacity of two kor...three kor, 
etc. = n313 KAYA.. N3 KAYN: In tractate Eiruvin, 
where this statement of Abaye is mentioned, a biblical allu- 
sion is cited. In the Bible, two contradictory measures were 
cited for the Sea of Solomon. One verse states: “It held two 
thousand baths” (| Kings 7:26), and another states: "It received 
and held three thousand baths” (11 Chronicles 4:5). Abaye 
explains that the larger size is a dry measure and the smaller 
size is a liquid measure. 


Round straw barrel or a round barrel made of reeds, 
etc. = 131 D377 MND) WPA MMs: The halakhic principle is 
as follows: In order for a vessel to be able to become ritually 
impure, it must be similar to a sack that can be carried full or 
empty. Therefore, any vessel that is so large that it cannot be 
carried when it is full is not considered a vessel and cannot 
become ritually impure. 


And descend and immerse himself in the sea and 
emerge - Myr ova biag TP: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that the reference is toa person standing at the peak 
of Mount Carmel who descends and immerses himself in 
the sea and then emerges and climbs back to the peak of 
the mountain (Rashba). 


HALAKHA = —— 
Moving a large vessel on Shabbat - nawa bina bp Swe: 
Any vessel, even a very large one, does not lose its status as 
a vessel and one is permitted to move it on Shabbat. This 
ruling is in contrast to the statement of Rabba and Rav Yosef, 
and in accordance with the conclusion reached in tractate 
Eiruvin (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:2). 


Large vessel in matters of ritual impurity - paw bina bp 
mena: A vessel that is made to permanently remain in a 
single place and not to be moved cannot become ritually 
impure if it holds forty se'a (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 3:2). 


BACKGROUND 

The cistern of an Alexandrian ship — myx MyDD Via: 
Given the need for large quantities of potable water on 
long sea journeys, a very large receptacle fashioned from 
animal hides was placed on the deck of the ship and filled 
with water. From time to time, they would even allow it to 
be filled with the rain that fell at sea. The Alexandrian ship 
mentioned here refers to a large ship that not only sails in 
rivers or along the shore but also travels longer distances, e.g., 
from Alexandria to Rome. 
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it means two-thirds of a mil. The Gemara explains: What is the 
practical difference between them? The practical difference be- 
tween them is half of one-sixth [danka],'i.e., one-twelfth of a mil. 
Their disputes are consistent, as the duration of twilight according 
to Rav Yosef is shorter than its duration according to Rabba. 


The Gemara comments: And with regard to the legal status of a 

wicker vessel their dispute is the opposite. In that case, the size of 
the vessel permitted by Rav Yosef is larger than the size of the vessel 

permitted by Rabba. As Rabba said with regard to a wicker vessel 

with a capacity of two kor, one is permitted to move it on Shabbat. 
And one with a capacity of three kor," one is prohibited to move 

it on Shabbat." It is much larger than the dimensions of a vessel and 

one is only permitted to move vessels on Shabbat. And Rav Yosef 
said: A vessel with a capacity of three kor, one is also permitted 

to move it, and only one with a capacity of four kor, it is prohib- 
ited to move. 


Abaye said: I raised the dilemma before my Master, Rabba, when 
it was practical, when I actually needed to know what to do, and 
he did not permit me to move even a vessel with a capacity of two 
kor. The Gemara explains: In accordance with whose opinion did 
Rabba issue his practical halakhic ruling? In accordance with the 
opinion of this tanna that we learned in the mishna discussing the 
laws of ritual purity: A round straw barrel, and a round barrel 
made of reeds," and the cistern of an Alexandrian ship,® which is 
a large vessel placed on a boat and filled with potable water, al- 
though these vessels have bottoms, i.e., they are receptacles, since 
they have a capacity of forty sea of liquid, which is the equivalent 
of two kor of dry goods, they are ritually pure. Even if they come 
into contact with a source of ritual impurity, they do not become 
impure. Beyond a certain size, containers are no longer considered 
vessels and, consequently, cannot become ritually impure." Rabba 
held: Since with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity a vessel of 
two kor is not considered a vessel, it may not be moved on Shabbat. 
With regard to this mishna, Abaye said: Learn from it that the 
surplus of dry goods in a vessel relative to liquids is one-third of 
the contents of the vessel. It says in the mishna that a vessel that can 
hold forty se‘a of liquid holds two kor of dry produce, which is the 
equivalent of sixty se‘a. 


The Gemara relates: Abaye saw that Rava was gazing westward on 
Shabbat eve to determine whether or not the sky was red and wheth- 
er or not it was twilight. Abaye said to Rava: Wasn't it taught in a 
baraita that twilight is from when the sun sets, as long as the 
eastern face of the sky is reddened by the light of the sun? Why, 
then, are you looking westward? Rava said to him: Do you hold 
that the reference is actually to the eastern face of the sky? No, it is 
referring to the face of the sky that causes the east to redden, i.e., 
the west. Some say a different version of that incident. Rava saw 
that Abaye was gazing eastward. He said to him, do you hold that 
the reference is to the actual eastern face of the sky? The reference 
is to the face of the sky that causes the east to redden, i.e., the west. 
And your mnemonic is a window, as it is on the wall opposite the 
window that one can see how much sunlight is shining through. 


With regard to that which was taught in the baraita that Rabbi 

Nehemya says: The duration of twilight is the time it takes for a 

person to walk half a mil after the sun sets. Rabbi Hanina said: 
One who wants to know the precise measure of Rabbi Nehemya’s 

twilight should do the following: Leave the sun at the top of Mount 

Carmel, as when one is standing on the seashore he can still see the 

top of Mount Carmel in sunlight, and descend and immerse him- 
selfin the sea, and emerge," and that is Rabbi Nehemya’s measure 

of the duration of twilight. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the pu 


ora bw MYI mind ayia xen I vars 
T2 pod AXP) 13%) bapa wrth mbps 
py 01 Vox DA ty AID XT HOS 

DN by; AA TN ATY - bobon 


ITT NWT pa DKNY vox TIT IWY 
rath Koby pend ja phaw Di apm 
ITI MVAwT pa xdy IKIT KPD - TTD 

ja phaw miD pab an 


— pi IT MWA! PA KPT IKW 
phy: $) yown xp AAD arta PH wn 
pa bonne TIN AT att niwawd pa 

IDIN nivawa 


IDISTI MINNY 
anA pas DPS nada, naw myb anm 
a naw pb aM aD a wba 
- Toa one NPN ANA pwd bars 

emt NPOD 


Perek II 
Daf 35 Amud b 


movin pata Sane KYT mann nox) wig 
oph ITI MMVI! pa WTW 


Di- any asta eww ve TIT 37 TO 
OA thy - nw iww pa -ow 
DIWNW!T pa - DIY DP -1X 3353 237 
bint masta x) yh 137 WX To- why 
KIX PSD PRY Dwp D33 Kh opa pea 

priya rds aba 


Because of its similarity to Rabbi Hanina’s statement, the Gemara 
cites that which Rabbi Hiyya said: One who wants to see Miriam’s 
well," which accompanied the Jewish people throughout their so- 
journ in the desert, should do the following: He should climb to 
the top of Mount Carmel and look out, and he will see a rock that 
looks like a sieve in the sea, and that is Miriam’s well. Rav said: A 
spring that is portable, i.e., that moves from place to place, is ritu- 
ally pure and is regarded as an actual spring and not as drawn water. 
And what is a movable spring? It is Miriam’s well. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: During Rabbi Yehuda’s twi- 
light, ritually impure priests who want to immerse themselves 
during the day to become ritually pure, so that sunset will follow 
immersion and they will be permitted to eat teruma, can still im- 
merse themselves during that period. According to this opinion, 
twilight is still considered to be day. The Gemara asks: In accor- 
dance with whose opinion is that true? If you say that it is in ac- 
cordance with Rabbi Yehuda’s own opinion, his opinion cited 
above is that twilight is a period of uncertainty. Therefore, one who 
immerses at that time may not eat teruma until after the sunset of 
the following day. Rather, the reference is to twilight of Rabbi 
Yehuda, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Priests can 
immerse then, as Rabbi Yosei considers that time to still be day, and 
sunset will follow. 


The Gemara asks: It is obvious that according to Rabbi Yosei they 
are immersing themselves during the day. The Gemara answers: 
Lest you say that the twilight of Rabbi Yosei is subsumed within" 
and takes place at the end of the twilight of Rabbi Yehuda. When 
the twilight of Rabbi Yehuda ends, Rabbi Yosei’s twilight is also over. 
It is already night, sunset of that day has already passed, and there 
is no sunset to enable them to eat teruma. Therefore, he teaches us 
that Rabbi Yehuda’s twilight ends, and only thereafter does Rab- 
bi Yosei’s twilight begin. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to 
the matter of Shabbat, and the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the matter of teruma. The 
Gemara asks: Granted, concerning the statement that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to 
the matter of Shabbat, as like all other cases of uncertainty, the 
ruling is stringent with regard to Torah prohibitions. However, 
with regard to teruma, what is the case under discussion? If you 
say that it is referring to the matter of immersion, immersion is also 
a case of uncertainty with regard to a Torah law. Why would the 
ruling be more lenient in that case than in the case of Shabbat? 


Rather, it must be that the reference is with regard to eating teruma. 
Priests may not eat teruma until twilight is completed, which 
according to Rabbi Yosei’s opinion is slightly later than it is accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion. 


With regard to the period of twilight, Rav Yehuda said that Shmu- 
el said: When one can see one star in the evening sky, it is still day; 
two stars, twilight; three" stars, night. That was also taught in a 
baraita: When one can see one star in the evening sky, it is still day; 
two stars, twilight; three stars, night. Rabbi Yosei said: This is 
neither referring to large stars that are visible even during the day, 
nor to small stars that are visible only late at night. Rather, it is 
referring to medium-sized stars. 


One star...three, etc. - 


nov mwhw tne 223: 
tice, night begins when three small stars are visible, even if 
they are dispersed in the sky (Mishna Berura) because we are 


HALAKHA 
In prac- stars (Taz; Magen Avraham). On a fast day, medium-sized stars are 
sufficient to constitute the end of the fast, so as not to impose on 


the public (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4; Sefer Zera‘im, 


not considered experts in the parameters of medium-sized — Hilkhot Terumot7:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 235:1). 
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NOTES 

Miriam's well - ova bw Axa: Miriam's well 
was the source of water for the Jews in the 
desert. It was attributed to Miriam because 
the verse relating her death (Numbers 20:1) is 
followed immediately by the verse: “And there 
was no water for the congregation” (Numbers 
20:2). According to rabbinic tradition, the well 
was a rock that rolled and accompanied Is- 
rael wherever they went in the desert. Other 
sources state that Miriam's well is now located 
in the center of the Sea of Galilee. 


Lest you say that the twilight of Rabbi Yosei 
is subsumed within, etc. — pa KIDI ma 
3) yu qn DP IDIT MOWI: There were 
those who explained that even the amoraim 
did not know clearly whether twilight as de- 
fined by Rabbi Yosei was proximate to twilight 
as determined by Rabbi Yehuda, or whether 
it was considerably later than that. Conse- 
quently, it was necessary for Rabbi Yohanan 
to rule that the halakha is in accordance with 
Rabbi Yosei in certain cases (Rosh). 


NOTES 


One star it is still day, etc. — 3) Di TN 23)3: 

The determinations with regard to the stars 
rely on the basic Torah principle: Night be- 
gins with the emergence of the stars. Indeed, 
here is an opinion, cited in tractate Berakhot 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, that when one sees 
wo stars it is already night because the word 

stars, in the plural, denotes a minimum of two. 
When there are two stars in the sky, the stars 

have emerged. As far as the practical halakha 

is concerned, there are numerous opinions. 
n the Jerusalem Talmud there is a comment 
hat certain stars, such as Venus, are visible 

even during the day. They are not taken into 

consideration in the tally of stars that deter- 
mine night. 
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HALAKHA 
One who performs a prohibited labor during two 
twilights — nivawa pa wa nax mwiym: One 
who performs labor during twilight (Kesef Mishne) 
on Shabbat eve and at twilight at the conclusion 
of Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4). 


You, who are not expert in the measures of the 
Sages — part KPW 139 Dp xt pas: One who 
is not an expert in the duration of twilight should 
light the Shabbat lights while the sun is still visible 
at the treetops. On a cloudy day, when it is difficult 
to see this, one should watch the roosters. When the 
roosters sit on their roosts, one should light the Shab- 
bat lights, since the roosters sit at twilight. In a field, 
one should watch for when the crows return to their 
roosts and then light, as per the statement of Rava 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 261:3). 


They sound six blasts on Shabbat eve — nipmww 
Naw sw pypin: When the Jewish people lived in 
their land, they would sound six shofar blasts before 
Shabbat to inform the people to stop working. It was 
customary in the sacred communities that a special 
messenger would inform the people a half an hour 
or an hour before Shabbat that Shabbat was ap- 
proaching, so that they would complete their Shab- 
bat preparations. This practice replaced the blasts 
of the shofar, and it is appropriate to inform the 
people that Shabbat is approaching (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:18-19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 256:1). 


BACKGROUND 
The plants [adanei] — '3x7%: According to Rashi and 
other commentaries, the adanei mentioned here 
are one of the mallow species. The mallow, Malva 
nicaeensis All., is a leafy annual plant, one variety of 
which is indigenous to Israel. The mallow plant is 
common on roadsides and in fields throughout the 
Middle East. The round leaf of the mallow is slightly 
split, like the palm of a hand. The leaf adjusts its posi- 
tion during daylight hours and, as a rule, its wider sur- 
face faces in the direction of the sun. Apparently, this 
phenomenon can also be observed on cloudy days. 


Common mallow whose leaves follow the direction of the sun 
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Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Zevida, said: One who performs a 
prohibited labor during two twilights," one between Friday and 
Shabbat and one between Shabbat and the conclusion of Shabbat 
on Saturday night, is liable to bring a sin-offering for performing 
a prohibited labor on Shabbat whichever way you look at it. 
Whether we say that twilight is day or night, certainly one of those 
labors was performed on Shabbat. Rava said to his servant: You, 
who are not expert in the measures of the Sages," when the sun 
is at the top of the palm trees, light the Shabbat lights. His ser- 
vant asked him: What should we do on a cloudy day, when the 
sun is not visible at the top of the trees? Rava said to him: In the 
city, watch the roosters because as evening approaches they sit 
on their beams. In a field, watch the ravens because they return 
to their nests as evening approaches. Alternatively, you can watch 
the plants [adanei]* that turn westward in the evening. When 
they begin to turn westward evening is approaching. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: They sound six blasts on Shabbat 
eve" to announce that Shabbat is approaching. The Gemara details 
what each blast signifies. The first blast is in order to stop the 
people from work in the fields. The second blast is to stop those 
who are working in the city, and to inform the proprietors to close 
the stores. The third is to inform them to light the Shabbat light; 
that is the statement of Rabbi Natan. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: The third blast is to inform those who don phylacteries 
throughout the day to remove their phylacteries," as one does 
not don phylacteries on Shabbat. And he pauses after the third 
blast for the length of time it takes to fry a small fish or to stick 
bread to the sides of the oven. One who forgot to do so and needs 
those foods for Shabbat may do so then. And he sounds a tekia, 
and sounds a ferua, and sounds a tekia, and he accepts Shabbat." 
It is then that Shabbat begins in every sense. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: What shall we do to the 
Babylonian Jews? They stray from the custom, as they sound a 
tekia and a terua, and they accept Shabbat during the terua, i.e., 
upon hearing the blast of the terua. The Gemara asks about this: 
Do the Babylonians really sound only a tekia and a terua and no 
more blasts? If so, there are only five blasts and not six, as it was 
taught in the baraita. Rather, the correct version is: They sound 
a tekia, and they again sound a tekia, and then they sound a 
terua, and they accept Shabbat during the terua. They do so 
because they continue the custom of their fathers that was 
handed down to them. 


Rav Yehuda taught to Rav Yitzhak, his son: The second blast 
that is sounded before Shabbat is to inform people to light the 
light. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did 
he say this? It is neither in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Natan nor in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. Rather, certainly he told him that the third blast is in 
order to inform people to light the light, and in accordance with 
whose opinion did he say this? It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Natan. 


The third is to remove phylacteries - pon yond mob: Toa 
certain extent, the emphasis on phylacteries is connected to the 
dispute between Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and his son with re- 
gard to the significance of removing phylacteries with the advent of 


_ NOTES 
to this opinion, which is the accepted halakha, even though one 
does not don phylacteries on Shabbat, there is no serious prohibi- 
tion against wearing them on Shabbat (Rav Nissim Gaon, based on 
the Jerusalem Talmud). 


Shabbat. The opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and apparently that of Rabbi 


Natan, is that there is no urgency to remove the phylacteries, and 
one may begin Shabbat while still donning phylacteries. According 


And he accepts Shabbat — najwy: In other words, from that point 
on, Shabbat has begun for all (Ran). 
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On a similar note, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught in greater 
detail: Six blasts are sounded on Shabbat eve.” When one 
begins sounding the first tekia, the people standing and working 
in the fields refrained from hoeing, and from plowing and from 
performing all labor in the fields. And those workers who work 
close to the city are not permitted to enter the city until those 
who work farther away come, so that they will all enter together. 
Otherwise, people would suspect that the workers who came later 
continued to work after the blast. And still, at this time, the stores 
in the city are open and the shutters of the stores, upon which 
the storekeepers would arrange their merchandise in front of the 
stores, remain in place. When he began sounding the second 
blast, the shutters were removed from where they were placed 
and the stores were locked and in the homes, however, hot water 
was still cooking on the stove and pots remained in place on the 
stove. When he began sounding the third blast, the one charged 
with removing food from the stove removed it, and the one 
charged with insulating hot water for Shabbat so that it would not 
cool off insulated it, and the one charged with kindling the 
Shabbat lights lit. And the one sounding the shofar pauses for the 
amount of time it takes to fry a small fish or to stick bread to the 
sides of the oven, and he sounds a tekia, and sounds a terua, and 
sounds a tekia, and accepts Shabbat. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, said: I heard that a person who was 

pressed for time and comes to light Shabbat lights after six blasts 

may light without concern, as even the moment of the sixth blast 

is not yet Shabbat. Proof for this is that the Sages provided the 

sexton of the synagogue a period of time to take his shofar, 
which he used to sound the blasts on a tall roof in the middle of 
the city, to his house. Clearly, during that interval it is not yet 

Shabbat. He said to him: If so, then you have rendered your 

statement subject to circumstances,” and it would not apply 
uniformly to all. Shabbat would start at a different time in each 

place based on the distance between the site where the shofar is 

sounded and the home of the sexton. Rather, Shabbat began im- 
mediately after the final blast with no pause in between. The 

sexton had a concealed place on top of his roof, where he would 

sound the shofar, in which he would place his shofar because the 

consensus is that one may move neither the shofar nor the trum- 
pets on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks with regard to this last halakha: Wasn't it taught 

in a baraita that the shofar may be moved on Shabbat, and the 

trumpets may not be moved? Rav Yosei said: This is not diffi- 
cult, as one could say that here, where moving a shofar was permit- 
ted, it is referring to a shofar belonging to an individual. Because 

it has a use even on Shabbat, it may be moved. There, where 

moving a shofar was prohibited, it is referring to a shofar that be- 
longs to a community. Because it has no use on Shabbat, it is, 
therefore, considered set-aside [muktze]. Abaye said to him: And 

in the case of an individual, for what permitted action is a shofar 
fit to be used on Shabbat? It is fit for use since itis suitable to give 

water with it 


You have rendered your statement subject to circumstances — 
pryws 137 An): This expression appears throughout the 
Talmud as a rationale for rejecting a halakha that does not 
include fixed parameters. Although in certain cases it is pos- 
sible that, due to the rationale for a specific halakha, there is 


BACKGROUND 
room for leniency or stringency, the concern remains that if the 
standards are subject to change, the authority of the halakhic 
determination will be undermined. Therefore, halakhot are 
established with fixed parameters without reference to specific 
circumstances. 


NOTI 


Blasts are sounded on Sha 


ES 
bbat eve - pypin nippn 


Naw aw: The shofar blasts advising the people of the 


imminent onset of Shabbat h 


the city of Jerusalem and beyond, especially by those 
working in the fields. The Gemara, though, does no 
identify the location from where the shofar blasts were 


sounded. Josephus refers to 


the towers of the Temple (Judean Wars 4:9:12). 


During the archaeologic 
adjacent to the Western Wal 


War, a large stone was discovered at the southwes 
corner of the walls surrounding the Temple Mount, with 


the inscription: To the trum 


ad to be heard throughou 


he spot as being on one o 


al excavations conducted 
in the wake of the Six-Day 


peting to... Apparently, i 


fell from a tower atop the wall and shattered during 


the destruction of the Temp 


e by the Romans in 70 CE. 


Blowing the shofar on top of the tower 


abavapw- 
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HALAKHA 


Moving a shofar and a trumpet - "Div bby 
mwism: Sounding a shofar or a trumpet is pro- 
hibited on Shabbat. However, since the ruling with 
regard to set-aside is in accordance with Rabbi 
Shimon's opinion, one may move them to utilize 
them for a permitted use or to utilize their place 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:3). 


BACKGROUND 
Willow and tzaftzafa — nd¥b¥1 Aw: Even though 
the Talmud provides several distinguishing charac- 
teristics of both a willow and a tzaftzafa, scholars 
disagree with regard to their identity. Apparently, 
both belong to the species of willow called Salix, 
and they are both short trees that grow quickly. 
Both come in many variations, and there are even 
trees that are a hybrid of the two. 


Willow branch with pointed leaves, Salix acmophylla Boiss 


The tzaftzafa has differently shaped leaves. Branch- 
es from the willow are used with the palm branch 
on the festival of Sukkot. Apparently, one of the 
trees is the modern-day white willow, Salix alba L. 


Izaftzata 
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to a child. Because the mouth of a shofar is bent, one can pour a little 
water at a time. If so, a shofar belonging to the community is also suitable 
to feed water to a poor infant whose sustenance is provided by the com- 
munity. And furthermore, that halakha which was taught in a baraita: 
Just as one may move the shofar, so too one may move the trumpets," 
is contrary to that which was taught previously that there is a difference 
between moving the shofar and moving the trumpet. In accordance with 
whose opinion is that baraita? Rather, this is not difficult, as it can be 
explained that these three baraitot correspond to the three opinions with 
regard to these halakhot. This baraita, which permits moving the shofar 
but not the trumpet, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who holds that the laws of set-aside apply to these items on Shabbat and 
one may not move a utensil whose only function is prohibited. Since a 
trumpet has no permitted use on Shabbat, it may not be moved. On the 
other hand, one is permitted to move a shofar, which can be used to feed 
a child. And that baraita, which permits moving both a shofar and a 
trumpet, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds 
that the halakhot of set-aside do not apply to utensils of this kind on Shab- 
bat. Whereas this other baraita, which prohibits moving both a shofar and 
a trumpet, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya," who 
holds that one may not use a utensil whose primary function is prohib- 
ited on Shabbat, even for a permissible purpose. 


However, this explanation raises a slight difficulty with regard to the state- 
ment that one may move neither a shofar nor a trumpet. There was no 

need to mention the trumpet. If one may not move a shofar, certainly he 

may not move a trumpet. However, it can be explained as follows: What 

is the shofar mentioned in this baraita? It refers to trumpets, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rav Hisda, as Rav Hisda said: These three 

objects, their names changed since the Holy Temple was destroyed. 
That which was called trumpet was called shofar in later generations, and 

that which was called shofar was called trumpet in later generations. The 

baraita that was cited employed the style that switches trumpet and shofar, 
and they were mentioned in that order. Incidentally, the Gemara asks: 

Whatis the practical halakhic difference whether a shofar is called shofar 
or trumpet? The Gemara answers: It is significant with regard to the ha- 
lakhot of shofar of Rosh HaShana. On Rosh HaShana one fulfills his 

obligation only by sounding a shofar. If one comes today and asks what 
instrument he should use to sound the requisite blasts, he should be told 

to use a trumpet. 


The second object whose name was changed: That which was called wil- 
low [arava] was called in later generations tzaftzafa,® and that which was 
called tzaftzafa was called willow. Here too the Gemara asks: What is 
the practical halakhic difference that emerges from the name change? 
The Gemara answers: With regard to the mitzva of the four species, re- 
ferred to by the name of one of the species, as taking the palm branch, as 
one of the four species is a willow branch, not a tzaftzafa. 


NOTES 


This is Rabbi Nehemya — map 127 KT: Rabbi Nehemya’s opin- 
ion, which is the most stringent with regard to the halakhot of 
set-aside, is very different from the mainstream understanding 
of this concept. Generally speaking, the category of set-aside 
applies to an object whose use is prohibited on Shabbat. Due 
to that prohibition, one removes that object from his conscious- 


ness and it is set aside from use on Shabbat. Apparently, Rabbi 
Nehemya's position is based on an alternative understanding 
of set-aside. In his opinion, objects are set aside to reinforce 
the restriction against carrying out on Shabbat, so that one 
will not come to carry objects from one domain to another 
(Rambam). 
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The third item whose name was changed: A large table that was 
originally called petora was called in later generations by the name 
previously used for a small table, petorata. And a petorata was 
called petora. And the Gemara asks: What is the practical hala- 
khic difference that emerges from the change of name? The Ge- 
mara answers: With regard to the laws of buying and selling." A 
person who orders a petora should know that he ordered a small 
table and not a large one. 


Abaye said: We too shall speak and comment on changes in the 
meaning of terms in our generation. What was called huvlila, the 
first stomach of animals that chew their cud, is, in recent genera- 
tions, called bei kasei, the name of the animal’s second stomach." 
Similarly, what was once called in the past bei kasei is called huv- 
lila in recent generations. What is the practical halakhic differ- 
ence that emerges from this change of names? With regard to a 
needle that is found in the thick wall of the second stomach. In 
the halakhot of tereifot, one is prohibited to eat animals with a life 
expectancy of less than a year. It was established that if a needle 
punctured the wall of the second stomach from only one side, the 
animal is kosher. If the needle penetrated through the wall in a 
manner visible from both sides, the animal assumes the halakhic 
status of a tereifa. In the first stomach, even if the needle penetrat- 
ed only one side of the wall, the animal assumes the halakhic 
status of a tereifa. Therefore, it is crucial to distinguish between 
the first and the second stomachs. 


Rav Ashi said: We too shall speak of matters whose name 
changed over the generations. The city that, in biblical times, was 
called Babylon was called Bursif in later generations, and Bursif 
was called Babylon in later generations. 


What is the practical halakhic difference that emerges from this 
change of names? It is in the area of women’s bills of divorce." 
With regard to bills of divorce, special care is devoted to ensuring 
that the name of the place where the bill is written is not altered. 
Therefore, it is important to be aware that Babylon underwent a 
name change in later generations. 


— m 


To the laws of buying and selling - 3223) np: In the ha- 
lakhot governing business transactions, there are a significant 
number of restrictions on the type of proof that is valid in these 
cases. For example: Money is not proof (Bava Metzia 40b). The 
fact that one paid a larger sum of money cannot be cited as 
proof that he actually bought a larger table. As a result, it is 
crucial to know the term used for a given item in determining 
commercial transactions. 


The first stomach and the second stomach - niian ma 
Dp: A mortally wounded animal is a tereifa and may not 
be eaten. Generally, in talmudic times, those who slaughtered 
animals were not professionals. Consequently, they would 
often pose questions to the Sages. Therefore, the Gemara em- 
phasized the importance of familiarity with the colloquial terms 
for the parts of an animal's body. 


— m 


Of women's bills of divorce - mwa wo: When writing a bill 

of divorce [get], the halakha requires that the names of the 

people, their nicknames, and the name of the place where the 

divorce takes place be written as accurately as possible. This is 

to prevent any reason for invalidating the document. Therefore, 
itis vitally important to determine the precise name of that par- 
ticular place. Consequently, many commentaries understand 

that the discussion here is about the relationship of Bursif to 

Babylon. Babylon was a center of Torah study, and the Babylo- 
nian communities adopted the custom of Eretz Yisrael and did 

not require a messenger who delivered a bill of divorce from 

Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael to testify that he was present when 

the bill of divorce was properly drafted. Below is a picture of 
the archaeological remains of the city of Babylon, which, at its 

height, extended over both banks of the Euphrates River. Over 
the course of generations, the city center moved from the right 
side of the river to Bursif on its left side. 


Bursif and Babylon 
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The nature of the mitzva of kindling the Shabbat lights is the fundamental problem 
that was addressed in this chapter. It was clearly resolved in one direction. The 
conclusion was that the Shabbat lights essentially have a functional purpose: To 
introduce light into the experience of delighting in Shabbat, to enhance the at- 
mosphere, and to make partaking in the festive Shabbat meal more comfortable. 
Therefore, it was concluded that the oil suitable for kindling the Shabbat lights must 
provide a clear, consistent glow. Although there were Sages who sought to restrict 
the use of certain oils in an attempt to further enhance the stature of the mitzva, 
their opinions were not incorporated into the ultimate halakhic ruling. Certain oils 
and wicks were ultimately prohibited either because they do not provide effective 
illumination or because their use is liable to result in the desecration of Shabbat. 


The comprehensive discussion of the Hanukkah lights found in this chapter, which, 
in effect, included all the halakhot of Hanukkah, underscored the role of the Shabbat 
lights. The conclusion was that, in virtually every matter, there is a contrast between 
Hanukkah lights and Shabbat lights. The objective of the mitzva to kindle the Shabbat 
lights is to illuminate. The mitzva of kindling the Hanukkah lights has no such practi- 
cal objective; the mitzva is the act of kindling itself. The Shabbat lights are kindled so 
that the entire family can derive benefit from them. It is prohibited to derive benefit 
from the Hanukkah candles at all. Consequently, the Shabbat lamp must be equipped 
with materials that burn clearly and consistently. There is no such requirement for the 
Hanukkah candles. Their sole purpose is to publicize the miracle of Hanukkah. 


Although the halakha has determined that the essence of the Shabbat lights lies in 
their practical function, the Sages, in a series of aggadic statements, enhanced the 
stature of the mitzva and its symbolic essence, transforming it into a manifestation 
of the very sanctity of Shabbat. 
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And he [Moses] said to them: This is what the Lord 
meant: Tomorrow is a day of rest, a holy Shabbat of 
the Lord. Bake what you would bake and boil what 
you would boil, and all that is left put aside to be kept 
until morning. 


(Exodus 16:23) 


Cooking on Shabbat is explicitly prohibited in the Torah, and this prohibited labor 
is listed among the thirty-nine primary categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat. 
Since cooking is generally completed as Shabbat begins, the discussion of the labor 
of cooking precedes the discussion of the other prohibited labors in the sequence 
of this tractate. 


This chapter occupies itself primarily with the clarification and precise definition of 
the prohibited labor of cooking. That undertaking carries with it numerous problems. 
Unlike other categories of labor, there is an interval between the action and the 
desired result. It is a process, and therefore the question arises: At what stage in the 
process can it be said that an act of cooking has been performed? Shall we say that 
one who undertakes any action in the course of the entire process is considered to 
have engaged in that prohibited labor? Or perhaps, that is the case only with regard 
to one who initiates the process? Moreover, since the cooking process, once initi- 
ated, continues without the need for any additional action by the one cooking, the 
question can be raised: Is the mere act of placing an item on the fire defined as labor, 
or is it considered an incomplete segment of that labor? 


There is a question as to whether the essence of the labor of cooking is transforming 
inedible into edible, unusable into usable, or whether it is the act of cooking that is 
prohibited, independent of the result. In practical terms, is it prohibited to further 
cook a cooked item? 


The fundamental definition of cooking requires clarification and precision. In a 
very general sense, one could posit that cooking or baking are activities that render 
substances fit for use by means of heat. However, that leaves open the question of 
whether any activity that renders a substance usable is considered cooking, or per- 
haps, the essence of cooking is merely the softening or hardening of that substance? 


It is also important to clarify whether the prohibited labor of cooking applies to all 
substances, or perhaps only to food, or perhaps only to specific types of food. An- 
other related question is whether the halakhic definition of cooking depends upon 
some specific level of heat, e.g., the boiling point, or the intensity of the heat, or 
perhaps its effect is of no significance. Additionally, it must be ascertained whether 
the definition of cooking is restricted to the use of fire or whether it extends to other 
sources of heat. Similarly, is there a distinction between natural sources of heat and 
artificial ones in this context? 


Most of these problems are resolved in various manners in this chapter. Some are 
discussed in Chapter Four and some in Chapter Seven, which discusses the primary 
categories of prohibited labor. 
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MI S H N A With regard to a stove that was lit" on Shabbat eve 


with straw or with rakings, scraps collected from 
the field, one may place a pot of cooked food atop it on Shabbat. The fire 
in this stove was certainly extinguished while it was still day, as both straw 
and rakings are materials that burn quickly. However, if the stove was lit 
with pomace, pulp that remains from sesame seeds, olives, and the like 
after the oil is squeezed from them, and if it was lit with wood," one may 
not place a pot atop it on Shabbat until he sweeps" the coals from the 
stove while it is still day or until he places ashes on the coals, so that the 
fire will not ignite on Shabbat. Beit Shammai say: Even after one has swept 
away the coals, it is only permitted to place hot water on it, as it is suffi- 
ciently hot and does not require additional cooking, but not cooked food. 
Since, in general, one prefers that food will cook more, there is concern 
lest he come to ignite the fire by stoking the coals. And Beit Hillel say: 
Both hot water and cooked food may be placed. Beit Shammai say: One 
may remove a pot from the stove on Shabbat but may not return it. And 
Beit Hillel say: One may even return it. 


G E M ARA The students raised a dilemma with regard to the 


explanation of the mishna. That which we learned 
in the mishna: One may not place, does it mean that one may not return" 
a pot that he took off the fire and wishes to return on Shabbat; however, 
to leave the pot from Shabbat eve into Shabbat, one may leave it even 
though this stove is not swept of its coals and its coals are not covered 
with ashes? And, according to this, whose opinion is it in this mishna? It 
is the opinion of Hananya. As it was taught in a baraita, Hananya says: 
Any food that has already been cooked to the extent of the food of ben 
Drosai, who would only cook his food the minimum amount necessary, 
one is permitted to leave it atop a stove on Shabbat even though the stove 
is not swept and not covered with ashes. Or perhaps, that which we 
learned in the mishna: One may not place, means one may not leave it on 
the fire from Shabbat eve. And if the coals in the stove were swept or cov- 
ered with ashes, yes, one may leave the pot on the stove. And if not, no, 
one may not leave it, and all the more so one may not return it to the stove 
on Shabbat under any circumstances. 


In order to resolve this dilemma, the Gemara suggests: Come and hear a 
resolution to this from the fact that two sections were taught in our 
mishna. In the first, Beit Shammai say: Hot water but not cooked food. 
And Beit Hillel say: Both hot water and cooked food. And in the second, 
Beit Shammai say: One may remove it but may not return it. And Beit 
Hillel say: One may even return it. Granted, if you say that when we 
learned in the mishna that one may not place it means that it is prohibited 
to leave it; in that case, the mishna is teaching as follows: With regard to 
a stove that was lit with straw or with rakings, one may leave cooked 
food on it. If it was lit with pomace or with wood, one may not leave the 
cooked food on it until he sweeps the coals out while it is still day or 
until he places ashes on it. And what may they leave? Beit Shammai say: 
Hot water but not cooked food. And Beit Hillel say: One may leave both 
hot water and cooked food on it. And just as they disagree with regard 
to leaving a pot on the stove, so too, they disagree with regard to wheth- 
er or not it is permitted to return it to the stove. As Beit Shammai say: 
One may take the pot from the stove on Shabbat but may not return it to 
the stove at all. And Beit Hillel say: One may even return it. 


Stove that was lit.. 


-with pomace and with wood - m5 
Dyya) ndag... pT: Before Shabbat, it is prohibited to place 
a pot with food that would benefit from additional cooking on a 
stove that was lit with wood, pomace, sesame seed pulp, or olive- 
pit pulp. One may do so if the coals were swept or if the coals were 
covered with ashes. This is according to Beit Hillel and Hananya. 
Some commentaries explain that it is permitted to place a pot on 


HALAKHA 


any stove, even if it were lit with pomace or wood and even if the 
coals were neither swept nor covered with ashes before Shabbat, 
as long as the food was cooked to the extent of the food of ben 
Drosai, which is half-cooked or, according to some, one-third cooked 
(see Mishna Berura). That is the accepted custom (Rema; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:4-5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
253:1). 


NOTES 

A stove that was lit - mome nYa: The early 
commentaries explained this issue in differ- 
ent ways. Many of the geonim and those who 
adopted their approach state that this mishna 
and those that follow are not discussing the 
question of inserting the pot into the stove. 
Rather, they are discussing a case where the 
pot is suspended over the stove. Consequently, 
there is no concern lest one come to stoke the 
coals. Sweeping the coals or covering them 
with ashes is merely an indication that he has 
diverted his attention from the coals (Rav Hai 
Gaon; Ran). 


Until he sweeps — Jiny 19: Some commen- 
taries explain that sweeping does not mean 
that one must sweep all of the coals out of 
the stove. It is sufficient if he sweeps them all 
to one side within the stove itself (Rabbeinu 
Zerahia HaLevi). 


That which we learned in the mishna: One 
may not place, does it mean that one may 
not return — KT my x ital x5 nem: Some 
explain that the essence of the question is not 
an attempt to draw a halakhic conclusion from 
the mishna; rather, the goal is to define terms in 
a manner that will enable the Gemara to estab- 
lish the mishna in accordance with the opinion 
of Hananya (see Josafot). The Gemara seeks to 
clarify whether a simple reading of the mishna 
corresponds to his opinion or whether, in order 
to align the mishna with Hananya’s approach, 
it is necessary to emend the mishna and add 
passages to it (Derush VeHiddush). 
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NOTES 


To return - int: Contrary to Rashi’s approach, some com- 
mentaries emphasize that there is no concern lest one bury 
the pot in the coals. However, the concern is that the inside 
of the stove will add heat even if the coals are swept or cov- 
ered. In that case, placing a pot inside the oven on Shabbat 
would be considered cooking on Shabbat. This would not 
be the case if one places the pot atop the stove (Ramban). 
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However, if you say that when we learned in the mishna that one 
may not place, it means that it is prohibited to return it, then the 
mishna is teaching as follows: A stove that was lit with straw or 
with rakings, one may return cooked food onto it. Ifit was lit with 
pomace or with wood, one may not return cooked food to it until 
one sweeps the coals out while it is still day or until one places 
ashes on them. And what may they return? Beit Shammai say: 
Hot water but not cooked food. And Beit Hillel say: Both hot 
water and cooked food. Beit Shammai say: One may remove but 
may not return. And Beit Hillel say: One may even return. If in 
the first section the question of what may be returned was already 
addressed, why do I need this additional dispute in the second 
section? The gist of Beit Shammai’s statement that cooked food may 
not be returned to the stove is that one may remove but may not 
return. Apparently, the mishna can only be understood in accor- 
dance with the first explanation. The first clause discusses leaving 
and the latter clause discusses returning. 


The Gemara rejects this proof. Actually, you can say that in the first 
clause of the mishna we learned to return’ and the mishna is in- 
complete. A clause must be added to the mishna, and it teaches 
the following: With regard to a stove that was lit with straw or 
rakings, one may return a pot of cooked food to it. If it was lit with 
pomace or with wood, one may not return a pot to it until one 
sweeps the coals out while it is still day or until one covers the coals 
with ashes. However, to leave the pot on the flame on Shabbat, one 
may leave it, even though it is not swept and not covered with 
ashes. Through this addition, the continuation of the dispute can 
be understood as follows: And what may they leave? Beit Shammai 
say: Hot water but not cooked food. And Beit Hillel say: Both 
hot water and cooked food. Furthermore: And that return that I 
said to you at the start of the mishna is not according to everyone. 
Rather, it too is subject to a dispute between Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel, as Beit Shammai say: One may remove but not return. 
And Beit Hillel say: One may even return. The dilemma with re- 
gard to the interpretation of the mishna has not been resolved. 


Come and hear another resolution to this dilemma from that which 
Rabbi Helbo said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: 
They only taught that placing is permitted with regard to a stove as 
far as placing a pot atop it is concerned. However, placing a pot 
inside it is prohibited. Granted, if you say that we learned return- 
ing in the mishna, that is why there is a halakhic difference be- 
tween placing a pot inside it and placing a pot atop it. If one returns 
it on Shabbat, placing it inside a stove that might have burning coals, 
there is concern that Shabbat would be desecrated. Therefore, it was 
only permitted to place cooked food atop the stove. However, if 
you say that we learned leaving in the mishna, what is the differ- 
ence to me whether it is inside the stove and what is the difference 
to me whether it is atop it? Ultimately, he does nothing on Shabbat 
with the hot ashes in the stove. The Gemara rejects this proof: Do 
you think that Rabbi Helbo is referring to the first clause of the 
mishna? No, he is referring to the latter clause of the mishna, 
which states: And Beit Hillel say that one may even return. And 
with regard to this Rabbi Helbo said that Rav Hama bar Gurya 
said that Rav said: They only taught that one may return the 
cooked food atop the stove; however, inside it is prohibited. If so, 
there is still no resolution to the dilemma. 
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Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was taught 
in the Tosefta: In the case of two adjoining stoves" that share a com- 
mon wall, in one of them, the coals were swept or covered with ashes, 
and in one the coals were not swept and not covered with ashes; the 
ruling with regard to leaving a pot atop them on Shabbat is as follows: 
One may leave food atop the one that was swept or covered with 
ashes, and one may not leave food atop the one that was not swept 
and not covered with ashes. And to the crux of the matter, what may 
one leave? Beit Shammai say: Nothing at all. They dispute the halakha 
cited above. And Beit Hillel say: One may leave hot water but not 
cooked food. However, if one removed the cooked dish from atop the 
stove, everyone, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, agrees that one may not 
return it atop the stove; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. According 
to the tradition that he received, that is the issue disputed between Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel. Rabbi Yehuda says that the dispute is differ- 
ent. Beit Shammai say: One may leave hot water on it but not cooked 
food. And Beit Hillel say: One may leave both hot water and cooked 
food. Furthermore, Beit Shammai say: One may remove a pot from 
the stove on Shabbat but may not return it. And Beit Hillel say: One 
may even return it." 


Granted, if you say that the case we learned in our mishna was with 

regard to leaving the pot on the stove, in accordance with whose opin- 
ion is our mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda. However, if you say that the case we learned in our mishna was 

with regard to returning the pot to the stove, in accordance with whose 

opinion is our mishna? It is neither in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda nor with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. If you say that the 

mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, it is difficult 

for Beit Shammai in one respect. In our mishna, Beit Shammai permit 

some use of a stove on Shabbat; while according to Rabbi Meir in the 

baraita, Beit Shammai prohibit any use. And for Beit Hillel it is difficult 
in two respects. According to our understanding of the mishna, Beit 
Hillel permit both hot water and cooked food, contrary to Rabbi Meir’s 

version of their opinion as stated in the baraita. Similarly, in our mishna, 
Beit Hillel permit returning the pot to the stove, contrary to Rabbi 

Meir’s version of their opinion. If you explain that our mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the baraita, it is difficult 

with regard to the issue of sweeping the coals and covering them with 

ashes. In the mishna, both Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai allow leaving 

it ona stove whose coals were not swept or covered with ashes. Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda in the baraita, apparently a stove whose coals are 

neither swept nor covered with ashes may not be used at all. Since this 

interpretation leads to contradictions, it is preferable to explain the 

mishna in accordance with the other approach, so that the mishna will 

at least correspond to one opinion. 


This claim is rejected: Actually, you can say that the case we learned 
in our mishna was with regard to returning the pot to the stove, and 
our tanna in the mishna holds in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda in 
one matter," and disagrees with him in one matter. He holds in ac- 
cordance with Rabbi Yehuda in one matter, with regard to the matter 
of hot water and cooked food, and what may be taken from the stove 
and what may even be returned. And he disagrees with him in one 
matter: While our tanna in the mishna held that to leave a pot ona 
stove is permitted even though it is not swept or covered with ashes, 
Rabbi Yehuda held: With regard to permitting one to leave a pot on 
the stove as well, if the stove was swept or covered with ashes, yes, 
it is permitted; if it was not swept or covered with ashes, no, it is 
prohibited. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to a stove that was 
neither swept nor covered with ashes, what is the halakha with regard 
to permitting one to lean a cooked dish against it," so that it may be 
heated from the sides of the stove? The dilemma is: Was it only placing 
a pot inside it and atop it that is prohibited, but to lean the pot against 
it he may well do so? Or, perhaps, leaning is no different and it is 
prohibited in every case. 


HALAKHA 

Two adjoining stoves — nidan niva ‘nw: If there 
are two adjoining stoves that share a common wall 
and in one of them the coals are swept or covered 
with ashes and in the other the coals are not swept or 
covered with ashes, it is permitted to leave a pot atop 
the stove in which the coals are swept or covered with 
ashes, as per the baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
353:1, and in the comment of the Rema). 


Taking and returning — priya Poon: On Shabbat, 
if one removed a pot of cooked food from a stove in 
which the coals were swept or covered with ashes or 
a stove that was lit with straw and rakings, he is per- 
mitted to return the pot to the stove on Shabbat, as 
long as the pot has not cooled off completely (Magen 
Avraham). This halakha is in accordance with Beit Hillel 
and Hananya (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
3:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 353:2). 


BACKGROUND 
Two adjoining stoves — nia xnat niva nw: 


Sketch of two adjoining stoves found on Masada, from the period of 
the destruction of the Temple. On each one of the stoves there is room 
for two pots. 


NOTES 


He holds in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda in one 
matter — K102 717 1275 ab ap: Even though this 
phrasing appears often in the Talmud, it is not con- 
sidered an optimal solution. It is only used when the 
Gemara has no alternative. This solution does not an- 
swer the question: In accordance with whose opinion 
is the mishna? The difficulty is that, without any basis, 
he Gemara assumes the existence of a new opinion. 
There is another issue. The Gemara is certainly aware 
of a tanna who apparently shares this opinion, namely, 
Hananya (see above 20a, p. 89, and 36b, p. 173). Why in 
order to answer the question does the Gemara seek 
other opinions? The rationale of the Gemara is that 
Hananya's opinion does not relate to the entire case in 
he mishna but only to part of it. Therefore, the Gemara 
prefers the solution offered here (Rashba). 


What is the halakha with regard to the allowance 
to lean a cooked dish against it - 7a sine) qa: Ap- 
parently, this question was asked according to all opin- 
ions. The question is relevant to each and every opinion 
based on what each permits on Shabbat (Rashba). 


S$qvapw-PEREKII-37A 175 


176 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PEREK III: 37A ° 19973919 


Onenan NIVI NY YAV KA 
ADR! NO) TDU TD NTN 
vas by pawn - TDW man 
KPT aa by ax) TDW mon 
wa TPs xan as mp 
voy whan 127- ONT aw 

KPN AZ 


DNY ND IN NYT yap xa 
apn m E paps h 
Tap sara yo ad prm 
ash — app xb py - maup ng 
pnp? ‘maga poviy’ payeds 
xO% pKb- mpb, pN -aop 
Kap prg ow het NIN 

PYP DWN pai xan 23 


pyar poeta on New 37 
own phoi an in Dipa Ina 
T02- PID NDT weg PMA 
pip Na - POMPE AC Ip 

HT 


TPI pow xm omy ot mn 
panio - YY n932 Tp DAW 
T9173 0% xy Panpa prey AT 
maw ie an n: Twp 
I- TRT eS De M PY 

TPVP KI 


3) Vax IAI Ta PIL II VAY 
PIVA TYIT MYP KYPIK 
jays bs manne pan phy 

dagis ba baw bwam 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was taught 
in a baraita: If there are two adjoining stoves, one that was swept or 
covered with ashes and one that was not swept and covered with ash- 
es, one may leave cooked food atop the stove that is swept and covered 

with ashes on Shabbat. Apparently, it is permitted to lean a pot ona stove 

that was not swept, even though heat rises to it from the other stove. 
The Gemara rejects this: Perhaps that case of two adjoining stoves is dif- 
ferent. Since the pot is elevated, the air affects it and cools it. Therefore, 
it is not comparable to actually leaning it against the stove. 


Come and hear another resolution to this dilemma from that which Rav 
Safra said that Rav Hiyya said: If there is a stove whose coals one cov- 
ered with ashes on Shabbat eve and it subsequently reignited on Shabbat, 
one may lean a pot against it, and leave cooked food on it, and remove 
food from it, and even return food to it. Conclude from this the follow- 
ing with regard to leaning, as well: If he covered them with ashes, yes, 
if he did not cover them with ashes, no, as the Gemara is speaking about 
a stove whose ashes were covered properly during the day. The Gemara 
rejects this proof too. And according to your opinion, that which was 
taught: One may remove the food from it, would you say there too that 
if he covered them, yes, and if he did not cover them, no? Everyone 
agrees that it is permitted to take the pot off of the stove even if it is not 
swept or covered with ashes. Rather, it must be understood that he taught 
permission to remove the pot due to the fact that it taught permission to 
return it. Here too, it taught permission to lean the pot due to the fact 
that it taught permission to leave the pot on the stove. Consequently, a 
conclusion cannot be drawn that leaning a pot on an unswept stove is 


prohibited. 


The Gemara is astonished by this comparison. How can you compare 
them? There, one removes the pot from and returns it to one and the 
same place. Therefore, it taught removing due to returning, as one can- 
not return a pot before he removes it. However, here, where one leans 
the pot is in one place and where one leaves the pot is in one, another, 
place, there is no connection between the two. If the tanna did not intend 
to teach that leaning is permitted only on a swept stove, there would be 
no reason to mention permission to lean in conjunction with permission 
to leave. In any event, this is not an absolute proof, and the dilemma has 
not been resolved. 


The Gemara asks: What conclusion was reached with regard to this di- 
lemma? Come and hear a resolution to this from that which was taught 
in the Tosefta: With regard to a stove that was lit with pomace or with 
wood, one may lean a pot of cooked food against it;" however, one may 
not leave a pot inside it unless the stove is swept out or covered with 
ashes. Coals that dimmed or on which a strip of thinly beaten flax was 
placed" and the fire did not ignite, it is as if it were covered with ashes, 
and one need not add more ashes to it. In any case, the conclusion is 
drawn from here that one is permitted to lean a dish of cooked food 
against a stove, even though it is not covered with ashes or swept out. 


Rabbi Yitzhak bar Nahmani said that Rav Oshaya said: With regard to 
a stove that he covered with ashes and that reignited on Shabbat, one 
may leave hot water that was already completely heated and cooked 
food that was already completely cooked upon it. In that case, there is 
no need for additional cooking, and therefore there is no concern that 
one might come to stoke the coals and ignite the fire. 


HALAKHA 


Stove that was lit with pomace or with wood, one may lean a 
pot of cooked food against it, etc. - SY) naa Mp enw TYI 
^D ab pani: It is permitted to place a pot of cooked food against 
the side of a stove that was lit with pomace and wood, even if the 
coals were not swept or covered with ashes. It is permitted to do 
so even on Shabbat itself (Rema). The Rambam and the Ramban 
prohibit doing so. In Shulhan Arukh HaRav the ruling is that it is 
appropriate to adopt the stringency of the second opinion. If the 
coals were swept or covered with ashes, everyone agrees that it is 


permitted (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 353:1). 


Coals that dimmed or on which a strip of thinly beaten flax 
was placed - pwa Sw miya py paw is aay Dyma: It is per- 
mitted to leave a pot on a stove whose coals have dimmed or 
were covered by a strip of thinly beaten flax. This is the equivalent 
of being covered with ashes (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 3:4). 
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Conclude from this halakha that even when it is food that shrivels 

and improves" by remaining on the fire, it is nevertheless permitted 

to leave it. The food is already completely cooked and there is no con- 
cern lest one come to stoke the coals and ignite the fire. Rabbi Oshaya 

did not distinguish between different types of foods in permitting this. 
The Gemara rejects this conclusion: Here, it is different because he 

covered the coals in the stove with ashes, and that is the reason that 
he is permitted to leave food on the stove. The Gemara asks: If so, what 

purpose was there to say this halakha? Is it to teach that if the coals are 

covered with ashes, there is no room for concern? That is obvious. The 

Gemara answers: The case where he covered it with ashes and it reig- 
nited on Shabbat was necessary and required additional articulation. 
Lest you say that since it reignited, it returns to its original status 

and is prohibited, therefore it taught us that this is not the case. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to a 
stove that he swept out or covered with ashes before Shabbat and 
subsequently reignited on Shabbat, one may leave hot water that was 
already completely heated and cooked food that was already com- 
pletely cooked upon it, even if the coals were from the wood of a 
broom tree,” which are very hot and long-burning. If so, conclude 
from this that even if food shrivels and improves while on the stove, 
it is permitted. The Gemara rejects this: Here, in this case, it is differ- 
ent because he covered it with ashes. Therefore, it is permitted to leave 
it on the stove. The Gemara asks: If so, what was the purpose of saying 
this halakha? The Gemara answers: Mention of the case where he 
covered it with ashes and it reignited on Shabbat was necessary. The 
Gemara challenges that explanation: This case is identical to the 
previous one." Why did Rabbi Yohanan find it necessary to repeat what 
was already said? The Gemara responds that there is a novel element 
in his statement. It was necessary to teach the case of coals from the 
wood of a broom tree. Even in a case of especially hot coals it is 
permitted. 


Rav Sheshet said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to a stove 
that was lit with pomace or with wood, one may leave" hot water on 
it even if the water has not yet been completely heated, and the same 
is true for cooked food even if it was not yet completely cooked. 
However, if one removed the food from the stove, one may only re- 
turn it if he sweeps the coals out of the stove while it is still day, or if 
he places ashes on the coals. The reason for mentioning this halakha 
is because he holds that in our mishna we learned with regard to re- 
turning the cooked food to the stove; however, with regard to leaving 
a pot on top of the stove, ifit was placed there while it was still day, one 
may leave it on the stove even if it is not swept and not covered 
with ashes. 


Rava said: We already learned" both aspects of Rav Sheshet’s halakha 
and there is no need to teach us something that was already stated 
explicitly in the mishna. We already learned that it is permitted to leave 
a pot on the stove. One may not put bread into the oven at nightfall 
and may not place cake on top of coals unless there is enough time 
before Shabbat that its surface will form a crust. However, if its sur- 
face already formed a crust before Shabbat, it is permitted to leave it 
even in an oven that was not swept and not covered with coals. Like- 
wise, we also already learned in our mishna the second aspect of Rav 
Sheshet’s halakha that it is permitted to return the pot to the fire, as 
Beit Hillel say: One may even return. And it is clear that Beit Hillel 
only went so far as permitting the return of the pot in a stove that is 
swept or covered with ashes; however, in one that is not swept or 
covered with ashes, they did not permit doing so. If so, Rav Sheshet’s 
statement is superfluous. The Gemara answers: Rav Sheshet also only 
came to teach us the inference from the mishna and not to introduce 
new halakhot. 


HALAKHA 


Food that shrivels and improves — b 79” prawyna: In a 
case where food shrivels and improves when left on the 
fire, i.e on a stove where the coals are neither swept 
nor covered with ashes, it is prohibited to leave it on the 
stove, even if it was placed on the stove during the day, 
on Friday. It is permitted to do so only when leaving it 
on the fire causes the food to shrivel and the taste to 
deteriorate (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
3:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 353:1). 


A stove that was lit with pomace or with wood, one 
may leave, etc. -— ^3) pawn DYI naa PDT Typa: 
One may place a pot of cooked food on Shabbat eve on 
a stove that was lit with pomace or wood, even if the 
coals were not swept or covered with ashes, as long as 
the food does not shrivel and taste does not improve 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 353:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Broom tree - opid: The broom tree, known as the desert 
broom, Retama raetam, is a tall bush with branches that 
sometimes reach the height of a tree. It grows primarily 
in sand and in dry riverbeds. The branches of the broom 
are greenish-gray, and during most of the year they do 
not grow leaves. The broom blooms at the end of winter 
with an abundance of white flowers. It was common to 
make coals from the roots and trunk of the broom. In the 
Bible (Psalms 120:4) and in several places in the Talmud, it 
is emphasized that the coals made from the broom burn 
and retain their heat longer than other types of coals. 


Broom branches in bloom 


NOTES 


This case is identical to the previous one — 171137: This 
statement is problematic. It is one thing to inquire about 
a Sage who repeats himself, but where is the difficulty 
when one Sage says the exact same thing as another? 
Perhaps the Gemara's question is based on the fact that 
Rabba bar bar Hana failed to note in his statement that 
Rabbi Yohanan followed the approach of Rabbi Oshaya 
in this matter. 


We already learned — »7133M: This term challenges an 
amora when he says something that apparently already 
appears in the mishna. It would have been more ap- 
propriate for him to cite the mishna verbatim, thereby 
establishing the halakha in accordance with the mishna. 
In general, the Gemara answers by delineating the novel 
element in the amora’'s statement. Or, as in this instance, 
Rav Sheshet used deduction and logic to teach some- 
thing that was not apparent from the mishna. 


2597/1 p1D - PEREK III ` 37B 


177 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Fried fish [kasa deharsena]- «ba 
KIÐYTT: Fried fish was a popular dish 
in Babylonia and was commonly eaten 
by the poor. This dish is made primar- 
ily from small, flour-coated salted fish, 
fried in oil with vinegar. The origin of the 
word harsana is not clear. It is probably 
connected to the Syrian word harsana, 
which is a type of fish that lives among 
the rocks in the water. 


LANGUAGE 
Dishes made of figs [/afda] - xp: 
This is the Greek word Aonáç, Aonáðoç, 
lopas, genitive lopados, a prepared dish. 
Others think the origin is A€m&1, lapidi, 
which means a dish made of figs. 
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MON TA NON DTA ND WI 


Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard 
to a stove that was lit with pomace or with wood, on Shabbat eve 
one may leave a cooked dish that was already completely cooked, 
as well as hot water that was already completely heated, upon it and 
even if it is the type of food that when left for a prolonged period of 
time on the fire it shrivels and improves. There is no concern lest one 
come to stoke the coals. The Gemara relates that one of the Sages 
said to Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda: Isn’t it Rav and Shmuel who both 
say, contrary to your opinion, that if food shrivels and improves 
when placed on the stove, leaving it on there on Shabbat is prohibited? 


Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said to him: Is that to say that I do not know 
that Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: If food 
shrivels and improves when left on the fire for an extended period, 
it is prohibited to leave it there? When I said to you that it is permit- 
ted to leave it, I said it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan. Rav Ukva from Meishan said to Rav Ashi: You, who are 
close" to the place where Rav and Shmuel lived, act in accordance 
with the ruling of Rav and Shmuel; we will act in accordance with 
the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is the ruling with regard to leaving 
food on the stove from Shabbat eve? Rav Yosef said to him: Didn’t 
they leave food for Rav Yehuda and he ate it? Apparently, it is permit- 
ted to do so. Abaye said to him: No proof can be brought from Rav 
Yehuda. Since he is in danger, as he is sick and needs hot food, even 
on Shabbat as well, it is permitted to heat up food for him. How- 
ever, for me and you as well as for all other people what is the ruling? 
Rav Yosef said to Abaye: In Sura, they leave food on the stove from 
Shabbat eve, as Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak from Sura was a master of 
good deeds who was meticulous in his performance of mitzvot, and 
they would leave food for him and he would eat it. Rav Ashi said: I 
stood before Rav Huna and saw that they left fish fried in 
oil [kasa deharsena]® for him atop the stove on Shabbat, and he ate 
the fish on Shabbat. And I do not know if his reason for doing so is 
because he holds that it is permitted to leave food that shrivels and 
improves when left on the stove for a long time. Or, if it is because 
this dish has flour in it, and therefore it shrivels and deteriorates. 
Everyone agrees that it is permitted to leave food atop the stove that 
shrivels and deteriorates. 


Rav Nahman said: Food that shrivels and improves when left on the 

stove, it is prohibited to leave it on the stove; if it shrivels and dete- 
riorates, it is permitted. The principle in this matter is as follows: 
Any food that has flour in it shrivels and deteriorates, except for a 

cooked turnip dish, which, even though it has flour, shrivels and 

improves. And this applies only when there is meat in it, but when 

there is no meat in it, it shrivels and deteriorates. And when there 

is meat in it, too, we only said that it shrivels and improves when one 

does not need it for guests, but when one needs it for guests, it 

shrivels and deteriorates because it is not polite to serve guests 

overcooked food, which is not aesthetic. Furthermore: Leaving dish- 
es made of figs [lafda],' porridge, or dates on the stove causes them 

to shrivel and deteriorate. 


They raised a dilemma before Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: 


You who are close — m3727 pay: Rav Ukva is saying that, in fact, this 
is permitted in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. Indeed, 
the Sages rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, even 
in disputes with Rav and Shmuel, especially when other Sages agree 


NOTES 
with him. Nevertheless, for those who lived near the towns of Rav and 
Shmuel, it was appropriate that they follow their custom for two reasons: 
First, because Rav and Shmuel's opinion is stricter; and second, because 
it was the local custom (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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If one forgot a pot" on Shabbat eve atop a stove and it cooked on Shabbat, 
what is the ruling in that case? Is one permitted to eat that food, or not? He 
was silent and did not say a thing to him. The next day, he emerged and 
publicly taught them the following halakha: With regard to one who cooks 
on Shabbat," if he did so unwittingly, he may eat it, and if he cooked in- 
tentionally, he may not eat it; and the halakha is no different. 


The last part of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba’s statement is unclear. The Gemara 

asks: What is the practical halakhic meaning of the phrase: And it is no 

different? Rabba and Rav Yosef both said to interpret the phrase permis- 
sively" in the following manner: One who cooks is one who performs an 

action. If he did so intentionally, he may not eat what he cooked. How- 
ever, this one who forgot the pot on the stove, who does not perform an 

action, even if he intentionally left the pot on Shabbat eve, he may also eat 

the food. However, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the phrase: And it 
is no different, should be interpreted restrictively in the following manner: 

It is one who cooks who will not come to deceive, as there is no room for 
suspicion that a person will intentionally cook on Shabbat. Therefore, ifone 

cooks unwittingly, he may eat it. However, one who would come to de- 
ceive, intentionally leaving the pot on the stove and saying: I forgot it, the 

Sages penalize him and decree that if he did so unwittingly as well, he may 
not eat it. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this statement from that which was 
taught in a baraita: One who forgot a pot" atop a stove and it cooked on 
Shabbat, if he did so unwittingly, he may eat it; if he did so intentionally, 
he may not eat it. In what case is this statement said? It is in a case where 
the pot contains hot water that was not yet completely heated, and the 
same applies to cooked food that was not yet completely cooked. How- 
ever, if it contains hot water that was already completely heated and 
cooked food that was already completely cooked, whether the pot was 
left there unwittingly, or whether the pot was left there intentionally, one 
may eat it; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yehuda says that there is a distinction: Hot water that was already 
completely heated is permitted because, in that case, the longer it remains 
on the fire, the more it shrivels, i.e., evaporates, and deteriorates. In that 
case, one would certainly not come to increase the heat because he would 
not want to lose more water through evaporation. However, cooked food 
that was completely cooked, it is prohibited to leave it on the fire because 
it shrivels and improves. There is room for concern that he will stoke the 
coals to increase the heat under the food. And there is a general principle: 
Anything that shrivels and improves, e.g., cabbage, and beans, and meat 
cut into small pieces’ is prohibited; and anything that shrivels and dete- 
riorates is permitted. 


In any event, it was taught in that baraita that in the case of cooked food 
that was not completely cooked, if it was cooked unwittingly, it is permit- 
ted. Granted, according to the opinion of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, this 
is not difficult. Although there is an apparent contradiction, as he prohibits 
eating from a pot that was unwittingly forgotten on the stove, and the ba- 
raita prohibits it only when it was left intentionally, he could explain the 
following: Here, the baraita, which permits eating it, was taught prior to 
the decree that was issued lest a person act deceitfully, whereas there, the 
halakha of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, was taught after the decree, which 
prohibited eating food even if it was forgotten unwittingly. However, ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rabba and Rav Yosef, who said to interpret the 
phrase permissively, whether he left it on the stove unwittingly or he did 
so intentionally, it is difficult. If this baraita was taught prior to the decree," 
the ruling with regard to when he did so intentionally is difficult, as Rabba 
and Rav Yosef permit eating the food even in that case. If this baraita was 
taught after the decree, the ruling with regard to when he did so unwit- 
tingly is also difficult, as Rabba and Rav Yosef permit eating the food in 
every case. No answer was found to this objection and the Gemara con- 
cludes: It is indeed difficult. 


NOTES 

One forgot a pot — nyp MSW: This is a case 
where a person placed a pot on top of a stove 
with the intention of removing it before night- 
fall but forgot to do so. When the Gemara speaks 
of doing so intentionally, it is a case where one 
remembered before nightfall and nevertheless 
failed to remove the pot from the stove. In either 
case, one did not even perform an act prohibited 
by rabbinic law (Rashi). 


Permissively — xm: Permissively means: Had 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba ‘sought to prohibit eating 
food on which a prohibited labor was performed, 
he would have expressed himself unambiguously. 
Therefore, apparently he intended to permit it (Ad- 
deret Eliyahu). 


If this was prior to the decree — ny otip’: This 
phrasing is imprecise. Although there is no dis- 
pute that the baraita preceded the decree, there 
is a possibility that perhaps this Sage held that no 
such decree was issued (Ramban). 


HALAKHA 

One who cooks on Shabbat - nawa Swann: 

If one unwittingly cooks on Shabbat for himself 
or for others, it is prohibited to eat the food on 
Shabbat itself but it may be eaten immediately 
after Shabbat. If one cooks the food intention- 
ally, others may eat it after Shabbat. However, it 
is prohibited forever for the one who cooked the 
food. The halakha was decided on the basis of 
explicit cases from other sources (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:4, 6:23; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 318:1). 


One who forgot a pot - 777 Maw: If one inten- 
tionally left a pot of food on a stove on Shabbat, 
it is prohibited for him to eat the food until after 
Shabbat (Magen Avraham). Others rule that before 
eating the food, he must wait after Shabbat the 
amount of time it takes to cook that food (Rema). If 
one placed food that was not completely cooked 
ona stove on Friday and he forgot and left the pot 
on the stove, the food may not be eaten until after 
Shabbat. If the food was completely cooked before 
Shabbat, one may eat it on Shabbat, as per the 
opinion of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak as supported 
by the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 253:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Meat cut into small pieces - 41» Wa: Some 
explain that the meat was chopped finely to be 
mixed into a soup or a stew. Therefore, the more 


the meat is cooked, the better it mixes into the 
dish (Arukh). 
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NOTES 
One who transgressed and left - nmw) Vay: Ac- 
cording to this version of the text, the question itself 
is the crux of the dispute between Rabbi Meir and 
Rabbi Yehuda. Since the halakha had not been de- 
termined, the Sages raised the issue as a practical 
question (Ramban). 


Like crab apples — payaya: The geonim explained 
that the eggs turned red like crab apples from being 
cooked so long. However, in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
there is an explanation that they shrunk to the size 
of crab apples. Rav Hama said there that the flavor 
of those eggs is especially tasty. 


BACKGROUND 


Crab apples — pty: A crab apple comes from 
the Crataegus azarolus, the thorny crab apple plant 
from the Rosaceae family. The plant reaches 2-4 m 
in height, and at times reaches the height of tall trees, 
up to 8 m. It grows wild in mountainous areas. In the 
spring the crab apple plant blossoms with bunches 
of white flowers. The orange- or red-colored fruit of 
the crab apple tree resembles a small apple, with a 
diameter of 1-1.5 cm. There are two or three pits in 
each. Its taste is also slightly sour like an apple. In 
Mediterranean countries, like Greece and Italy, crab 
apples are cultivated. 


Crab apples 
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With regard to the matter itself, the Gemara asks: What is the decree that 
was discussed above in terms of the distinction between before the decree 
and after the decree? The Gemara says: This is the decree that Rav Ye- 
huda bar Shmuel said that Rabbi Abba said that Rav Kahana said that 
Rav said: Initially, they would say: With regard to one who cooks on 
Shabbat, if it was unwitting, one may eat it; if it was intentional, one 
may not eat it. And the same is true with regard to one who forgets the 
pot atop the stove before Shabbat and it cooks on Shabbat. When the 
number of those who leave their pots intentionally and say we forgot to 
justify their actions, increased, the Sages then penalized those who 
forgot. Even one who forgets unwittingly may not eat it. 


In the Tosefta cited earlier, which deals with one who forgot a pot atop the 

stove and the food cooked on Shabbat, Rabbi Meir ruled leniently and 

permitted both hot water that was completely heated and cooked food 

that was completely cooked, even when it was left on the stove intention- 
ally. Rabbi Yehuda ruled stringently and distinguished between different 
cases. However, in the Tosefta cited at the beginning of the chapter, it was 

taught that Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda disagree with regard to the 

opinions of Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai as far as leaving food on the 

stove on Shabbat is concerned. Rabbi Meir says that it is completely pro- 
hibited to leave cooked food on the stove ab initio, even according to Beit 
Hillel who rule leniently. Rabbi Yehuda said that Beit Hillel ruled leni- 
ently and permitted doing so. There is a contradiction between one 

statement of Rabbi Meir and the other statement of Rabbi Meir, and 

there is a contradiction between one statement of Rabbi Yehuda and the 

other statement of Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara responds: Between one 

statement of Rabbi Meir and the other statement of Rabbi Meir there is 

no contradiction. That which we learned: Rabbi Meir prohibits leaving 
cooked food under any circumstances, is speaking ab initio; whereas this, 
where he permits eating the food even if it was left on the stove intention- 
ally, is speaking after the fact. Between one statement of Rabbi Yehuda 

and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda there is also no contradiction. 
There, where he permitted leaving the food on the stove, it is referring to 

the case ofa stove that was swept and covered with ashes, whereas here, 
where he prohibited doing so, is referring to the case ofa stove that is not 
swept and covered with ashes. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: One who transgressed and left" 
his pot on the fire on Shabbat, what is his legal status? Did the Sages 
penalize him and prohibit him from eating the food, or did they not 
penalize him? Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that 
which Shmuel bar Natan said that Rabbi Hanina said: When Rabbi 
Yosei went to the city of Tzippori, he found hot water that was left on 
the stove, and he did not prohibit them from drinking it. He found eggs 
shriveled from overcooking that were left on the stove on Shabbat and 
he prohibited them from eating them. Is this not referring to permitting 
and prohibiting their consumption for that same Shabbat? If so, appar- 
ently he prohibits eating cooked food that was intentionally left on the 
stove on Shabbat. The Gemara immediately rejects this assumption: No. 
Rather, he prohibited them from doing so ab initio the following Shabbat, 
but he did not prohibit them from eating the eggs on that same Shabbat. 


The Gemara is surprised: From this statement it can be inferred that eggs 
shriveled from overcooking shrivel and improve when left on the fire for 
a long time, and that is the reason that Rabbi Yosei made a distinction 
between hot water, which he permitted leaving on the stove, and eggs, 
which he prohibited leaving on the stove. The Gemara replies: Yes, over- 
cooking improves the eggs. As Rav Hama bar Hanina said: One time 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and I were guests in the same place, and they 
brought before us overcooked eggs that shriveled to the size of crab 
apples [uzradin]"® and we ate many of them. Apparently, extended 
cooking improves eggs. Therefore, when they are left on the fire on Shab- 
bat there is room for concern lest one stoke the coals in order to shrivel 
them more. 


We learned in the mishna: Beit Hillel say that one may even return a pot 
taken off the stove to the stove on Shabbat. Rav Sheshet said: According 
to the one who says 
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that one may even return it, doing so is permitted even on Shab- 
bat" and not only on Shabbat eve. And Rav Oshaya also holds: 
One may even return it even on Shabbat. As Rav Oshaya said: 
Once we were standing on Shabbat before Rabbi Hiyya the 
Great and we passed up to him a kettle [kumkemos]' of hot 
water from the bottom floor [deyota]' to the top floor, and we 
poured him a cup and returned the kettle to its place on top 
of the stove, and he did not say anything to us. Apparently, he 
is of the opinion that even on Shabbat it is permitted to return 
a pot to the stove. 


Rabbi Zerika said that Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Tadai said: 
They only taught that it is permitted to return vessels with the 
food inside them when they are still in his hand;" however, if 
he already placed them on the ground, he obviously regretted 
placing them on the fire and it is prohibited to replace them on 
the stove. Rabbi Ami said: That which Rabbi Tadai did and 
said, he did on his own," and not in accordance with the ac- 
cepted halakha. Rather, Rabbi Hiyya said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said as follows: Even if one placed the pot on the ground, it 
is permitted to return it to the stove. 


The Gemara remarks that Rav Dimi and Rav Shmuel bar Ye- 
huda disagreed about this matter, and both stated their opin- 
ion in the name of Rabbi Elazar. One said that when they are 

still in his hand, it is permitted to return them to the stove; 

when they were already placed on the ground, it is prohibited 

to do so. And one said that even if one placed them on the 

ground, it is also permitted to return it to the stove. Hizkiya 

said in the name of Abaye: That which you said, that when it 

is still in his hand, it is permitted to return it to the stove; we 

only said that halakha when his original intention was to re- 
turn it to the stove. However, when it was not his original in- 
tention to return it, and he reconsidered and decided to return 

it, it is prohibited to return it. This proves by inference that if 
one placed it on the ground, even if his intention was to return 

it, itis prohibited. 


Some say a different version of what Hizkiya said in the name 

of Abaye: That which you said, if one placed it on the ground 

it is prohibited; we only said that halakha when it was not his 

original intention to return it. However, if his original inten- 
tion was to return it, it is permitted. With regard to this matter, 
Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma: In a case where he neither 
placed them on the floor nor held them in his hand, but he hung 
them on a stick, what is the ruling? In a case where he placed 

it on top of a bed, what is the ruling? Similarly, Rav Ashi raised 

a dilemma: If one transferred them from one urn to another 
urn what is the ruling? The Gemara said: These dilemmas stand 

unresolved. 


HALAKHA 


One may return it even on Shabbat - nawa ox ppt: In 
a situation where it is permitted to replace a pot to a stove on 
Friday night, e.g., a stove in which the coals are swept or covered 
or a kupah that was lit with straw or rakings, it is permitted to 
replace the pot even on Shabbat day, as per the opinion of Rav 
Sheshet (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 253:2). 


They are still in his hand - iva ptiy: If one placed a pot that was 


on the fire onto the floor, it is prohibited to replace it on the stove. 


According to the Rema, who is of the opinion that unresolved 


dilemmas are resolved stringently, in accordance with the Rosh, 
it is prohibited to return the pot in each of the following cases: 
If one put it down onto a bed; if one transferred the water from 
one kettle to another; or if one did not intend to return it from 
the outset. In the Beit Yosef, where, according to the Rambam, the 
ruling in cases of unresolved dilemmas is lenient, it is permitted 
to replace the pot on the stove in all of those cases (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
253:2; see the Vilna Gaon). 


NOISE 
One may return it even on Shabbat — toons pring 
nawa: According to the conclusion in the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud, it is permitted for one who removed a pot from 
a stove on Shabbat to replace it. The discussion here is 
imited to the question whether or not one who removed 
a pot before Shabbat is considered to have initiated an 
act of cooking on Shabbat if he returns it after nightfall? 
See the Ran.) Based on this and similar cases, some com- 
mentaries explain that when Rav Sheshet said: Even on 
Shabbat, he meant even after nightfall and not only on 
Friday before Shabbat (Tosafot; Ramban; Rosh). 


He did on his own - 42717 mang): The Gemara chose 
o employ this phrase even though the person did not 
perform an action to which this phrase would apply. 
onetheless, it is used as a colloquial expression to imply 
hat Rabbi Tadai’s statement is not meant to teach practi- 
cal halakha. He merely cited a stringent custom (Rashash). 


LANGUAGE 
Kettle [kumkemos] - piapa: Kumkemos comes from the 
Latin cucuma or cucumis, and it is reasonable to assume 
that it was adopted from the Greek word kovkkoúpuov, 
koukkoumion, which means a kettle or a vessel for water. 


Floor [deyota] — xvi: From the Greek word Siara, di- 
aita, which means a room, or a dwelling. 
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HALAKHA 


Oven - 713M: It is prohibited to leave food atop 
an oven when the oven is very hot, even if it 
was lit with straw and rakings. Nowadays, ovens 
are large and spacious. Therefore, it is permit- 
ted to leave a pot on an oven (Rema). However, 
placing a pot of food up against a hot oven is 
prohibited because the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Abaye. This halakha applies 
specifically to an oven that is so hot that one’s 
hand spontaneously recoils from it. When it is 
not that hot, it is permitted (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 253:2). 


Kupah - n92: It is permitted to leave a pot of 
food on or inside a kupah that was lit with straw 
or with rakings on Shabbat, and the same goes 
for placing a pot against it. If it was lit with wood, 
it is prohibited, as per our mishna (Rambam Se- 
fer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 253:2). 


Stove and a kupah that were divided - nya 
won n2: A ritually impure stove that was 
separated lengthwise becomes ritually pure. If 
it was separated widthwise, it remains ritually 
impure. A kupah that was split either way be- 
comes pure, as per the mishna in tractate Kelim 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 16:13). 


BACKGROUND 
Kupah — nga: A kupah was a half stove. It was 
a ceramic vessel in which one would light a fire; 
on top of it there was space for a single pot. 


Kupah 
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MI S H N The halakhot that were stated with regard to a stove 

were specific to a stove’s unique structure and the 
manner in which it retains heat. However, with regard to other baking 
apparatuses, i.e., an oven or a kupah, there are different rules. The mishna 
delineates: An oven" that they lit even with straw or rakings, one may 
neither place a pot inside it nor atop it on Shabbat. Whereas a kupah'® 
that was lit with straw or rakings, its legal status is like that of a stove, 
and one is permitted to place a pot atop it on Shabbat. If it were lit with 
pomace or with wood, its legal status is like that of an oven and it is 
prohibited to place a pot atop it on Shabbat. 


G E M ARA With regard to that which we learned in the mish- 


na that an oven that they lit even with straw or 
rakings, one may neither place a pot atop it nor inside it, Rav Yosef 
thought to say that when the mishna says inside it, it means actually 
inside it; and when it says atop it, it means actually atop it. However, to 
lean a pot against an oven, it may well be done. Abaye raised an objection 
to Rav Yosef from that which we learned in our mishna: A kupah that was 
lit with straw or rakings, its legal status is like that of a stove. If it were 
lit with pomace or with wood, its legal status is like that of an oven, and 
it is prohibited. By inference: If it were like a stove, it would be permit- 
ted. With what circumstances are we dealing? If you say that he placed 
the pot atop the kupah, and in what case? If you say it is referring to a 
case where it is not swept and covered with ashes; a stove that is not 
swept and covered with ashes, is it permitted even to place a pot atop 
it on Shabbat? Rather, isn’t it referring to a case where one seeks to lean 
a pot against a kupah, and it taught: It is like an oven, and prohibited? 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: Here we are dealing with the cases ofakupah 
that is swept and covered with ashes and an oven that is swept and 
covered with ashes, and the mishna is to be understood as follows: It is 
like an oven in the sense that, although it is swept and covered with 
ashes, it is prohibited to place a pot atop it; as, ifits legal status were like 
that of a stove, when it is swept and covered it may well be done. The 
Gemara comments that there is a baraita that taught in accordance with 
the opinion of Abaye: An oven that one lit with straw and with rakings, 
one may not lean a pot against it, and needless to say one may not place 
a pot atop it, and needless to say one may not place a pot inside it, and, 
needless to say if it was lit with pomace or with wood it is prohibited. 
While with regard to a kupah that was lit with straw or with rakings, one 
may lean a pot against it, but he may not place a pot atop it. If it was lit 
with pomace or with wood, one may not lean a pot against it. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: This kupah, what are its cir- 
cumstances? If it is considered like a stove, even if it was lit with pomace 

or with wood, it should also be permitted. And if it is considered like an 

oven, even with straw or with rakings, it should also not be permitted. 
Rav Ashi said to him: From a halakhic perspective, a kupah has interme- 
diate status. Its heat is greater than that of a stove; however its heat is 

less than that of an oven. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of a kupah? What are the 

circumstances of a stove in terms of the configuration of the vessels? 
Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: A kupah is a small vessel that is similar to 

a stove; however, it only has one hole with enough space to place a single 

pot. A stove is like a double kupah with enough space to place two pots. 
Abaye said, and some say that Rabbi Yirmeya said: We also learned this 

matter in a mishna dealing with the laws of ritual purity and impurity: An 

impure stove that was divided lengthwise is pure because it can no 

longer be considered a vessel. It is a broken vessel, and a broken vessel 

cannot become ritually impure. However, if the stove was divided width- 
wise, between the spaces for the pots, then it remains impure because it 
became two small stoves. However, a kupah, whether it was divided 

lengthwise or whether it was divided widthwise, is pure because it can 

no longer be used as there is no way to put even a single pot on it. That is 

the difference between a kupah and a stove." 
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MI SHN In addition to the halakhot 

that deal with cooking on the 
fire on Shabbat, several related halakhot are dis- 
cussed. The mishna says: One may not place a raw 
egg next to an urn" full of hot water so that it will 
roast slightly. And one may not even wrap it in 
cloths, i.e., one may not heat the egg inside cloths 
that were heated in the sun. And Rabbi Yosei per- 
mits doing so in that case. And, similarly, one may 
not insulate it in sand or in road dust that was 
heated in the sun so that it will roast." Although 
there is no actual cooking with fire here, it is similar 
to cooking and the Sages issued a decree to prohibit 
doing so. 


The mishna relates a story about the people of the 
city of Tiberias,” and they ran a cold-water pipe 
[silon]"' through a canal of hot water from the Ti- 
berias hot springs. They thought that by doing so, 
they could heat the cold potable water on Shabbat. 
The Rabbis said to them: If the water passed 
through on Shabbat," its legal status is like that of 
hot water that was heated on Shabbat, and the 
water is prohibited both for bathing and for drink- 
ing. And if the water passed through on a Festival, 
then it is prohibited for bathing but permitted for 
drinking. On Festivals, one is even permitted to boil 
water on actual fire for the purposes of eating and 
drinking. 


GEMA A dilemma was raised be- 

fore the Sages: One who 
violated the halakha in the mishna and slightly 
roasted an egg next to an urn, what is the ruling?" 
Rav Yosef said: One who slightly cooked an egg is 
liable to bring a sin-offering, as he performed the 
act of cooking on Shabbat, which is prohibited by 
Torah law. Mar, son of Ravina, said: We also 
learned something similar in the mishna: 


Any salted food item that was already placed in hot 
water," i.e., cooked, before Shabbat one may soak 
it in hot water even on Shabbat. And anything that 
was not placed in hot water before Shabbat, one 
may rinse it in hot water on Shabbat, but may not 
soak it, with the exception of old salted fish or the 
colias of the Spaniards [kolyas ha’ispanin]' fish, for 
which rinsing with hot water itself is completion 
of the prohibited labor of cooking. Once it is rinsed 
in hot water, it does not require any additional cook- 
ing. The same is true with regard to an egg that was 
slightly cooked. Since it thereby becomes edible, 
one who brought it to that state has violated the 
prohibition of cooking. The Gemara sums up: In- 
deed, conclude from it that this is its meaning. 


HALAKHA 
Cooking with derivatives of fire - wx7 mivdina Sawa: Just as it is prohibited to 
cook with fire on Shabbat, so too, it is prohibited to cook with an object heated by 
fire. Therefore, one may not place an egg next to a kettle that was heated by fire, and 
one may not wrap an egg in a cloth that was heated by fire. One who did so unwit- 
tingly is liable to bring a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:3). 


Derivatives of the sun - man mitbin: The Sages issued a decree prohibiting cooking 
even with an item that was heated by the sun. For example, cooking food in sand or 
road dust that was heated by the sun or in the hot springs of Tiberias is prohibited lest 
one come to cook with derivatives of fire (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
9:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:3). 


And they ran a cold-water pipe, etc. - ^3) pirdwy io IXA: It is prohibited to run 
a cold water pipe through hot water, even on Friday before Shabbat, in order to heat 
the water on Shabbat. If one did so, the water is prohibited for both drinking and 
washing. On a Festival, one may not wash with it, but he may drink it (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:3). 


BACKGROUND 
The pipe of the people of Tiberias - x”1ab "ware ip: For many years, the people 
of Tiberias drew their water from springs adjacent to their city and not from the Sea 
of Galilee. However, the water from the Tiberias hot springs is not potable. Therefore, 
the people of Tiberias tried to use the hot springs to heat potable water, transported 
by means of aqueducts, by running a pipe through the hot springs. 


LANGUAGE 


Pipe [silon] - ip: From the Greek owArzy, solen, which means a pipe or channel. 


NOTES 


If on Shabbat - nawa ox: That is to say, if the heated water passed through on 
Shabbat (Rashi). 


One who slightly roasted an egg, what is the ruling - wa aba: Rav Yosef's dilemma 
is: Is ita Torah prohibition or is it merely prohibited by rabbinic decree to cook with 
an item heated by fire but not with fire itself (Ritva)? Apparently, this dilemma can 
be resolved by that which is stated in the mishna. Since the Sages issued a decree 
prohibiting derivatives of the sun due to derivatives of fire, apparently derivatives of 
fire must be prohibited by Torah law as well. However, it is possible that the derivatives 
of the sun were prohibited due to their similarity to actual fire, and the halakhot of 
the derivatives of fire are no more stringent than the halakhot of the derivatives of 
the sun (7ziyyun LeNefesh Hayyah). 


HALAKHA 


Any salted food item that was already placed in hot water - pana Kav ds: With 
regard to soaking dry food that was completely cooked before Shabbat, it is permitted 
to soak it in hot water on Shabbat. It is permitted to pour hot water from a second- 
ary vessel onto food that was not cooked before Shabbat. However, it is prohibited 
to pour hot water from a primary vessel that was actually on the fire at one point 
(Magen Avraham). Rinsing old salted fish, known as kolyas of the Spaniards, and 
the like (Rema) in hot water completes its preparation because it cannot be eaten 
without being rinsed. Therefore, it is prohibited to do so on Shabbat. It is permitted 
to do so in cold water (Taz; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Colias of the Spaniards [kolyas ha‘ispanin] — papy pip: The name of this fish is 
from the Greek xoAias, kolias, meaning coly-mackerel, Scomber colias. The Gemara is 
discussing a fish imported from Spain (Espania). 
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NOTES 
Let us say that this is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yosei - K’ D1) 927 xr: According to 
the explanation in the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi Yosei, 
holds that only those matters that are unequivo- 
cal cases of cooking are prohibited. Since utilizing 
items heated by the sun in order to cook food is no 
a clear case of cooking, Rabbi Yosei does not prohibi 
doing so. 


Derivatives of the sun - mana nitin: The Sages 
of Eretz Yisrael in the Jerusalem Talmud hold tha 
the derivatives of the sun are permitted on Shabbat, 
and the mishna’s prohibition against burying food in 
sand and in dirt is for other reasons, like those cited 
by Rabba and Rav Yosef. 


Loose earth — nimm 39%: Some commentaries ex- 
plain this statement in a manner that completely 
changes its meaning. They say that the Sage who 
prohibits burying an egg in sand because a person 
will come to bury it in ashes permits burying an 
egg in loose earth because it is not similar to ashes. 
However, the one who prohibits burying it in sand 
because he thereby displaces dirt prohibits doing 
so in loose earth because in the process of burying 
the egg loose earth is also displaced (Rav Hai Gaon). 


HALAKHA 


Cooking in the sun and its derivatives - mana bw 
poitina: Cooking and heating food in the heat of 
the sun itself are permitted on Shabbat. However, 
cooking and heating food in a derivative of the sun, 
e.g. a cloth, sand, or road dust heated in the sun is 
prohibited. Even leaving food in a derivative of the 
sun before Shabbat to be heated during Shabbat is 
prohibited by rabbinic decree, as per the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
9:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:3). 
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We also learned in the mishna according to the first tanna: And one 
may not wrap an egg in cloths that were heated by the sun in order 
to heat up the egg, and Rabbi Yosei permits doing so. And with 
regard to that which we learned in a mishna that one may place 
cooked food into a pit on Shabbat to protect it from the heat; and 
one may place good, potable water into bad, non-potable water so 
that it will cool; and one may put cold water out in the sun to heat 
it, the Gemara asks: Let us say that this mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei" in our mishna and not the opinion 
of the Rabbis as represented by the first tanna in the mishna. The 
Rabbis prohibited heating food with the heat of the sun. 


Rav Nahman said: With regard to heating food in the sun itself, 
everyone agrees that one is permitted" to place food in the sun to 

heat it, as it is certainly neither fire nor a typical form of cooking. 
Likewise, with derivatives of fire, i.e., objects that were heated by 
fire, everyone agrees that it is prohibited to heat food with them, 
as heating with them is tantamount to heating with fire itself. Where 

they argue is with regard to heating with derivatives of the sun," 

i.e, objects heated with the heat of the sun. This Sage, who repre- 
sents the opinion of the Rabbis, holds that we issue a decree pro- 
hibiting a person to heat with derivatives of the sun due to deriva- 
tives of fire, which are prohibited. People have no way of knowing 

how the cooking vessel was heated. If the Sages permit the use of 
objects heated in the sun, people will come to permit use of objects 

heated by fire as well. And this Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that we do 

not issue a decree. Even though it is prohibited to heat with de- 
rivatives of fire, heating with derivatives of the sun is permitted. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may not insulate it in sand or 
in road dust that was heated in the sun. The Gemara asks: And let 
Rabbi Yosei disagree with this halakha as well. Ifhe holds that one 
is permitted to cook on Shabbat using objects heated by the sun, the 
same should apply with regard to sand. The Gemara cites two an- 
swers. Rabba said: Rabbi Yosei agrees with the opinion of the 
Rabbis in this case. The Sages issued a decree in this case due to 
concern lest one come to insulate it in hot ashes, which is cer- 
tainly prohibited, if he is permitted to insulate food in sand or road 
dust. Insulating in sand and insulating in hot ashes appear to be very 
similar. Rav Yosef said: Rabbi Yosei prohibits it in this case because 
when insulating it in the sand, he displaces dirt. It is as ifhe dug a 
hole in the sand, which is prohibited. The Gemara asks: What is the 
practical difference between the answers proposed by Rabba and 
Rav Yosef? Apparently, the two answers lead to the same practical 
conclusion. The Gemara answers: There is a practical difference 
between them in the case of loose earth." Loose earth does not 
require digging a hole. According to Rav Yosef’s explanation, there 
is no reason to prohibit insulating food in loose earth, as displacing 
loose earth involves no prohibition. However if the decree was is- 
sued lest one insulate an egg in hot ashes, then it applies even in the 
case of loose earth. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a 

baraita: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: One may slightly roast 

an egg on a hot rooftop heated by the sun; however, one may not 

slightly roast an egg on top of boiling limestone. Granted, this 

works out well according to the opinion of the one who said that 
insulating an egg in sand is prohibited due to a decree lest he come 

insulate it in hot ashes. There is no reason to issue a decree ona 

hot rooftop, as it is not at all similar to hot ashes. However, accord- 
ing to the opinion of the one who said that the reason is because 

he is displacing dirt, let him issue a decree and prohibit warming 

an egg on the rooftop as well because there is sometimes dirt on the 

roof. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult because, in general, 
a rooftop does not have dirt, and there is no reason to issue a de- 
cree in uncommon cases. 
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Come and hear a different objection to the opinion of the amo- 
ra from our mishna: The Sages prohibited the people of the city 
of Tiberias, who ran a cold-water pipe through a canal of hot 
water from the Tiberias hot springs, from using the water. 
Granted, according to the opinion of the one who said that the 
prohibition is due to a decree lest one insulate food in hot 
ashes, that is the reason that this was prohibited, as it is similar 
to insulating. The cold-water pipe was placed inside the hot 
water and was surrounded by it. However, according to the 
opinion of the one who said that the reason is because one 
displaces dirt, what is there to say to explain the prohibition? 


The Gemara answers: Do you think that the story about Tibe- 
rias refers to the latter clause of the mishna? No, it refers to 

the first clause of the mishna, and it should be understood as 

follows: The Rabbis and Rabbi Yosei disagree with regard to 

wrapping an egg in cloths. The Rabbis say: One may not wrap 

itin cloths and Rabbi Yosei permits doing so. And the Rabbis 

said the following to Rabbi Yosei: Wasn’t the incident involv- 
ing the people of Tiberias with derivatives of the sun, as the 

hot springs of Tiberias are not heated by fire, and nevertheless 

the Sages prohibited them from using the water? Rabbi Yosei 

said to them: That is not so. That incident involved derivatives 

of fire, as the hot springs of Tiberias are hot because they pass 

over the entrance to Gehenna." They are heated by hellfire, 
which is a bona fide underground fire. That is not the case with 

derivatives of the sun, which are not heated by fire at all. 


On the same topic, Rav Hisda said: 


From this action performed by the people of Tiberias and the 

fact that the Sages prohibited them from using the water, the 

conclusion is that the practice ofinsulating a pot in something 
that increases the heat over the course of Shabbat was abol- 
ished’ on Shabbat. And not only is it prohibited to do so on 
Shabbat itself, but it is also prohibited while itis still day before 

Shabbat. Running pipes of cold water through hot water is 

similar to insulating water in something that adds heat. Ulla 

said: The halakha is in accordance with the people of 
Tiberias.’ Rav Nahman said to him: The people of Tiberias 

have already broken their pipes. Even they reconsidered their 
position. 


We learned in the mishna with regard to the incident, which 
related what the people of Tiberias did, that the legal status of 
water that was heated in the Tiberias hot springs is like that of 
water heated on Shabbat, and it is prohibited for use in bathing. 
The Gemara clarifies this matter: What type of bathing is this? 
If you say that it is referring to bathing one’s entire body," that 
is difficult. That would indicate that only water heated on Shab- 
bat is prohibited for use in bathing one’s entire body; however, 
bathing one’s entire body in hot water heated before Shabbat 
is permitted. That cannot be. Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With 
regard to hot water that was heated on Shabbat eve, one may 
use it the next day to wash his face, his hands, and his feet 
incrementally; however, not to wash his entire body? Rather, 
it must be that the bathing prohibited in the mishna with water 
heated on Shabbat is, in fact, washing his face, his hands, and 
his feet. 


NOTES 


They pass over the entrance to Gehenna - KN5x on 
aam: The Sages who say that the hot springs of Tiberias are 
heated by the sun mean that the water is not heated by fire. Any 
source of heat other than fire is comparable to the sun in the 
sense that cooking with it is significantly different from cooking 
with fire and should be permitted. Rabbi Yosei, on the other hand, 
believes that the hot springs are heated by the fire that arises 
from beneath the ground, called here hellfire. The legal status 
of the hot springs is analogous to water heated by fire although 
their fire was not lit by human hand. 


NOTES 


Insulating a pot in something that increases the heat over the 
course of Shabbat was abolished — 4»Diait 3213 3b va 
ban: The early commentaries asked (see Tosafot): Why did he 
Gemara need to derive this halakha from a source from which it 
itis derived tangentially? Isn't there an explicit mishna that states 
that one may not insulate food in something that increases the 
heat? Some commentaries answer that the source for the ha- 
lakha that one may not insulate a pot of food in a substance that 
adds heat is indeed the story of the people of Tiberias, and the 
general halakha is derived from the ruling in that case (Rashba). 


The halakha is in accordance with the people of Tiberias — 
NOTED WIKD mba: Some commentaries believe that Ulla dis- 
agreed with the opinion of Rav Hisda, who held that the people 
of Tiberias buried their pipe in the hot springs of Tiberias. There- 
fore, the Gemara discussed the insulation of a pot. In fact, Ulla 
held that the issue was raised because insulation is comparable 
to cooking. In this regard, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Penei Yehoshua). 


If you say bathing one’s entire body — iada myer: It was not 
necessary for the Gemara to mention the prohibition to bathe 
one’s entire body. Obviously, since washing even part of the body 
is prohibited, all the more so washing one’s entire body would be 
prohibited. The reason that the Gemara mentioned this was to 
prevent drawing the following inference: If bathing one’s entire 
body was prohibited due to the prohibition of washing in water 
that was heated on Shabbat, the implication would be that had it 
been heated on Shabbat eve, it would have been permitted. That 
is not the case, as bathing one’s entire body is prohibited even in 
water heated prior to Shabbat (Ramban). 
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HALAKHA 


Like water that was heated on a Festival - amme pans 
ziv o3: Heating water on a Festival for use in washing one’s 


face, hands, and feet is permitted (see Mishna Berura). Heat- 


ing water to wash one's entire body is prohibited, as per the 
opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom 
Tov 116; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 511:2). 


To rinse one’s entire body on Shabbat - bs ya pnw 
413: Rinsing one’s entire body with hot water on Shabbat 
is prohibited whether the water was heated on Shabbat or 


before Shabbat. However, doing so in cold water is permit- 


ted, as per the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and the ruling of 
Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
22:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:1). 


Bathing on Shabbat - nawa nym: It is prohibited to bathe 
in hot water on Shabbat, even if the water was heated on 
Friday. It is permitted to bathe in the hot springs of Tiberias 
in water collected in the ground but not in water collected 
in a vessel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:1). 


NOTES 
One may neither rinse - omg’ x: In this context, rinsing 
means pouring water on one’s entire body. Since this was 
not the usual method of bathing, it could conceivably have 
been permitted (Rashi). 


In a vessel — pa: The implication here is that one is pouring 
water from a vessel onto himself in the manner that one 
typically washes. Consequently, there is greater reason to 


prohibit this, especially due to the potential of the appear- 


ance of transgression (geonim; Ritva). 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the 
compromiser — 97/971 1313 abn: The basic assumption 
is that the halakha is established in accordance with the 
majority opinion. Therefore, when two Sages argue and a 
third Sage tends toward a certain aspect of the opinion of 


one of the Sages, a majority of two is formed. The compro- 


mise opinion of a student in a dispute involving his teacher 
does not determine the halakha because the student lacks 
the authority to determine the halakha in accordance with 
or contrary to the opinion of his mentor. 
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However, if so, say the latter clause of the mishna: On a Festival, 
the legal status of the water is like that of water that was heated by 
fire on a Festival," and it is prohibited for bathing and permitted 

for drinking. Even on a Festival, washing one’s face, hands, and feet 
is prohibited with this hot water. If so, let us say that we learned the 

unattributed mishna in accordance with the opinion of Beit 

Shammai. As we learned ina mishna, Beit Shammai say: A person 

may not heat water for his feet on a Festival unless it is also fit for 
drinking, and Beit Hillel permit doing so. According to Beit Hil- 
lel, it is permitted to heat water on a Festival for the purpose of 
washing one’s feet. According to the proposed interpretation of the 

term bathing in the mishna, as referring to washing one’s face, hands, 
and feet, our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Sham- 
mai. This is problematic, as the halakhic opinion of Beit Shammai 

is rejected and only rarely cited in an unattributed mishna. 


Rav Ika bar Hananya said: In our mishna, we are dealing with 
water that was heated in order to rinse one’s entire body" with it. 
Rinsing does not have the same legal status as bathing. And that 
which we learned in the mishna: Water that was heated on Shabbat 
is prohibited for bathing, from which it can be inferred that water 
heated before Shabbat is permitted for bathing on Shabbat, is in 
accordance with the opinion of this tanna, the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon in the Tosefta. As it was taught in a Tosefta: One may nei- 
ther rinse" his entire body with hot water, even if it was heated 
before Shabbat, nor with cold water; this is the statement of Rab- 
bi Meir. Rabbi Shimon permits doing so even with hot water be- 
cause it was heated before Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda says: With hot 
water, it is prohibited; with cold water, it is permitted. According 
to Rabbi Shimon, it is completely prohibited to rinse with water that 
was heated on Shabbat itself. Consequently, our mishna, which does 
not differentiate between hot and cold water, is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


Rav Hisda said: This dispute over washing with water heated be- 
fore Shabbat is specifically with regard to water in a vessel," as one 
might mistakenly think that it was heated on Shabbat, and there is 
then concern lest one permit the use of water heated with fire on 
Shabbat. However, when the water was collected in the ground, 
everyone agrees that it is permitted. The Gemara challenges this: 
Wasn’t the incident involving the people of Tiberias with regard 
to water in the ground, and nevertheless the Sages prohibited it? 
Rather, if this was stated, this is what was stated, i.e., this is the 
correct version of Rav Hisda’s statement: This dispute is specifi- 
cally when the water is collected in the ground. However, when it 
is in a vessel, everyone agrees that it is prohibited." 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha 

in this dispute is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rav Yosef said to him: Did you learn this from Rabbi Yohanan 

explicitly, or did you learn it by inference from something else that 
he said? The Gemara remarks: What was the statement of Rabbi 

Yohanan from which this conclusion could be inferred? As Rav 
Tanhum said that Rabbi Yohanan said that Rabbi Yannai said that 

Rav said: Every place that you find two who disagree and each 

one of them establishes his opinion in a series of cases, and one of 
the Sages, a third one, adopts a compromise opinion and says that 

in some cases the halakha is in accordance with one, and in some 

cases the halakha is in accordance with the other, the halakha is in 

accordance with the opinion of the compromiser." This principle 

holds true except for the case of the ritual impurity of insignificant 

strips of material. In that case, even though Rabbi Eliezer is strin- 
gent, and Rabbi Yehoshua is lenient, and Rabbi Akiva compro- 
mises, the halakha is not in accordance with the statement of the 

compromiser: First, because Rabbi Akiva is a student of Rabbi 

Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua and lacks the authority to decide be- 
tween the opinions of his rabbis. And furthermore, didn’t 
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Rabbi Akiva reconsider and adopt Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion? 
In the dispute over the laws of bathing as well, the ruling should 
have been in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
because his is the compromise opinion. Therefore, Rav Yosef 
asked whether the ruling was based on that principle alone. The 
Gemara asks: And if the halakha was derived by inference, what 
of it? It is legitimate to draw conclusions by inference. The 
Gemara responds: Perhaps this principle, that the halakha is 
established in accordance with the compromise opinion, applies 
only in a mishna; but in a baraita, no," it does not apply. Perhaps 
the baraita is not a sufficiently reliable source to establish the 
halakha in accordance with the compromise opinion based on its 
formulation. Rabba bar bar Hana said to Rav Yosef: I heard it 
explicitly. 


An amoraic dispute was stated: With regard to hot water that 
was heated on Shabbat eve" before Shabbat, Rav said: The next 
day, on Shabbat, one may wash his entire body with it; how- 
ever, not all at once. Rather, he washes one limb at a time, in a 
departure from the standard practice, to remind him that it is 
Shabbat. And Shmuel said: They only permitted washing one’s 
face, his hands, and his feet with hot water, even if it was heated 
on Shabbat eve; however, they did not permit washing his entire 
body, even in increments. The Gemara raises an objection from 
what was taught in a baraita: Hot water that was heated on Shab- 
bat eve, the next day one may wash his face, his hands, and his 
feet with it but not his entire body. This is a conclusive refuta- 
tion of Rav’s opinion. Rav could have said to you: When the 
baraita says: Not one’s entire body, it means not his entire body 
at once, but one limb and then another limb until he washes his 
entire body is permitted. The Gemara asks: Doesn't it say one’s 
face, his hands, and his feet, and no more? Rav answers: It 
means that one washes his body in a manner similar to the man- 
ner that one washes his face, his hands, and his feet, i.e., each 
limb separately, and they were cited as examples of washing one 
limb at a time. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear from what 
was taught in a baraita: They only permitted to wash one’s face, 
his hands, and his feet with hot water that was heated before 
Shabbat. This poses a difficulty to Rav. Rav answers: Here too, 
this refers to washing one limb at a time, in a manner similar to 
the way one washes his face, his hands, and his feet. 


The Gemara remarks: A baraita was taught in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel: Hot water that was heated on Shabbat 
eve, the next day one may wash his face, his hands, and his feet 
with it but not his entire body, even one limb at a time. And, 
needless to say, this is the halakha with regard to hot water that 
was heated on a Festival. Rabba would teach this halakha of 
Rav in this language: Hot water that was heated on Shabbat eve, 
the next day, Rav said: One may bathe his entire body in it and 
exclude one limb to remind himself that today is Shabbat. They 
raised all of these conclusive refutations, with which they ob- 
jected to the previous version of Rav’s statement, against him and 
the Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation. 


Rav Yosef said to Abaye: Does Rabba act in accordance with 
this halakha of Rav? He said to him: I do not know. The Gemara 
asks: What is his dilemma? It is obvious that Rabba did not act 
in accordance with Rav’s statement, as Rav’s statement was 
conclusively refuted. The Gemara answers: Perhaps he did not 
hear," i.e., he did not know of the challenges or he did not 
consider them substantial. Perhaps, in his opinion, it is still 
reasonable to act in accordance with Rav’s statement. 


NOTES 


oo xoma ie Many of the principles osed in deter- 
mining the halakha in the Mishna are not applied to 
baraitot. The major reason is that the text of a baraita is 
generally not as concisely crafted as the text of a mishna, 
and any conclusions based on the precise style of the 
text cannot be reached from the text of a baraita. It was 
already established (Tosafot) that the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the compromise opinion only when the 
Sages disagree about precisely the same topic. There 
is no way to ascertain whether or not that degree of 
precision exists in a particular baraita. 


He did not hear - a kyon xb: In most instances, 
he talmudic phrase: He did not hear, is not to be taken 
iterally. Rather, it means that one of the Sages did not 
accept a specific idea. In this case, apparently Rabba ac- 
cepted the principle: Rav has the status of a tanna and 
has the authority to disagree with tannaim. Therefore, 
here is no proof from the challenge brought from the 
baraita (Melo HaRoim). 


HALAKHA 
Hot water that was heated on Shabbat eve - pan 
Nav Jw vanme: Hot water that was heated before 
the beginning of Shabbat or a Festival may be used for 
washing one’s face, hands, and feet but may not be used 
to wash all or most of one’s body (Magen Avraham), even 
if he washes one limb at a time (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 22:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3261). 
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HALAKHA 


A bathhouse whose openings were sealed on Shabbat 
eve — Nav IWA VIM PPsw Yy: Immediately after 
Shabbat, it is permitted to bathe in a bathhouse whose 
openings were sealed before Shabbat to prevent it from 
cooling. If the openings were not sealed, one must wait 
sufficient time after Shabbat for the water to be heated 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:11). 


If its openings were sealed on the eve of a Festival - 
sip o? IWA Vap PPS: One is permitted to sweat in a 
bathhouse whose openings were sealed on the eve of 
a Festival so that it would not cool off. Some authorities 
rule that one is even permitted to bathe his entire body 
in water that was heated before a Festival. However, he 
may only use that water to wash himself outside the bath- 
house. Using it even in the outer room is prohibited (Ma- 
gen Avraham). Other authorities prohibit washing even 
outside the bathhouse (Jur), and that is the accepted 
halakha (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 
1:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 511:2). 


They permitted bathing in the hot springs of Tiberias - 
mya van Ay AAT: It is permitted to bathe in the water 
that is in the ground of the hot springs of Tiberias on Shab- 
bat. When the water is in a vessel, bathing is prohibited 

(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:2; Shulhan 

Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3261). 


And the decree prohibiting sweating remained in 
place - naiy mipana Ay: Entering a bathhouse on 
Shabbat in order to sweat there is prohibited. Some au- 
thorities hold that even passing through a bathhouse in 
a manner that will inevitably cause one to sweat, e.g., a 
small bathhouse where there is considerable heat, is pro- 
hibited (Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 22:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:12). 


LANGUAGE 


Bathhouses [ambatyaot] - nixwany: The word am- 
bati or ambatiya is from the Greek Word ¿ußatń, embate, 
which means, among other things, a bath. 


BACKGROUND 
Large bathhouses in cities - p393 bw nix-panan: The 
bathhouses in the big cities consisted of several large 
rooms. It was customary to walk through them for purpos- 
es other than bathing. The heating in most of these bath- 
houses was under the floor, so simply walking through 
the bathhouse would cause one to sweat. 


Hall of a Roman bathhouse in Pompeii, from the talmudic period 
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The Gemara says: If so, there is still no room for the dilemma. And 
if Rabba did not hear this refutation, certainly he acted in accor- 
dance with Rav’s opinion, as Abaye said: In all halakhic matters 
of the Master, Rabba, he conducted himself in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav, except these three where he conducted him- 
self in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. He ruled: One 
may not light from one Hanukkah lamp to another lamp, and one 
may untie ritual fringes from garment to garment, and the hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the 
case of dragging. According to Rabbi Shimon, it is permitted to 
drag heavy objects, and there is no concern that, as a result, a ditch 
might be dug in the ground. In any case, it is certainly reasonable 
to say that he acted in accordance with the opinion of Rav in the 
case of bathing on Shabbat as well. The Gemara answers: His is not 
an absolute proof. Perhaps Rabba’s custom was that he acted in 
accordance with the stringencies of Rav and he did not act in 
accordance with the leniencies of Rav. Washing with hot water 
on Shabbat is one of Rav’s leniencies. Therefore, it is not clear how 
Rabba acted in practice. 


The Sages taught in a Tosefta: A bathhouse whose openings were 
sealed on Shabbat eve" so that the heat would not diminish, after 
Shabbat one may bathe in it immediately. If its openings were 
sealed on the eve of a Festival," the next day, on the Festival itself, 
one may enter and sweat in the heat produced by the hot water and 
emerge and rinse with cold water in the outer room of the bathhouse. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident in the bathhouse of 
Benei Berak, whose openings were sealed on the eve of a Festival. 
The next day, on the Festival itself, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya and 

Rabbi Akiva entered and sweated there, and emerged and rinsed 

themselves in the outer room. However, this bathhouse was 

unique because the hot water was covered by wooden boards and 

there was no concern lest a person bathe in the hot water. When 

this matter came before the Sages, they said: Even if its hot water 
is not covered by boards, it is permitted to sweat from the heat in 

the bathhouse. When the number of transgressors increased, the 

Sages began to prohibit this. However, the large bathhouses [am- 
batyaot}' in cities, one may stroll through them as usual and need 

not be concerned about the prohibitions of Shabbat, even if he 

sweats while doing so. 


And the Gemara asks: What are these transgressors? The Gemara 
answers: Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi said in the name of bar Kappara: Initially, people would 
bathe even on Shabbat in hot water that was heated before Shab- 
bat. The bathhouse attendants began to heat water on Shabbat" 
and say that it was heated before Shabbat. Therefore, the Sages 
prohibited bathing in hot water and permitted sweating. And they 
would still bathe in hot water and say: We are sweating, and that 
is why we entered the bathhouse. Therefore, the Sages prohibited 
sweating and permitted bathing in the hot springs of Tiberias." 
And people would still bathe in hot water heated by fire and say: 
We bathed in the hot springs of Tiberias. Therefore, they prohib- 
ited even the hot springs of Tiberias and permitted them to bathe 
in cold water. When the Sages saw that their decrees were not 
upheld" by the people because of their stringency, they permitted 
them to bathe in the hot springs of Tiberias, and the decree pro- 
hibiting sweating remained in place." 


NOTES 


The attendants began to heat water on Shabbat - nnn 
nawa ona Dhan: This does not mean that the attendants 


come to stir the coals. This explanation is found in the Jerusalem 
Talmud (Ran). 


actually heated the water on Shabbat by lighting a fire and 


boiling it. Indeed, the general principle is that Jews are never 
suspected of willfully desecrating the Shabbat. Rather, the state- 
ment must be understood to mean that the attendants added 
wood to the fire just before Shabbat and sealed the openings 
of the bathhouse. This act was prohibited lest the attendants 


The Sages saw that their decrees were not upheld — pw x1 
ay TAY 1377: It is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that since 
the Sages saw that people began to restrain themselves and no 
longer violated the decrees of the Sages, they reconsidered and 
permitted certain activities that they had previously prohibited. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


YW - POTTS Tay px NT KIT TON 
-ywOD Xyray > sph 


Perek III 
Daf4o Amud b 


KIKI D 


ins) a ee Da Dw ninwany” 
Dax PID KMT XII WY WWIN 
pret P PKYY PN KD - DDT 

amma wa) 


pisa Jeer mitre sas pa qonvn 
D PPAP YB AWWA AID ON 
rund DIX DPA 331A voy 
oy “bn, awa Dyna by ara 
by samy pan ong by DINIPNP MD 
bina sox mst) awa owy na 


BDA D1 WOK 


img OD PVP OT ID aA 
Koy aam bawa Kb NIT 323 
Anis THD n yyy oA awa 
13 IND a by J2 mwy man 
bawa big bwrw Dawa x mya 
TOX: anir apna ta ayaw an wy 
APTIT 7323 apaan Tae AY 130 

DOWN APY TPE AI? 72) 


In this context, Rava said: One who violates a decree of the 
Sages, it is permitted to call him a transgressor." Transgressor is 
not a term limited to one who violates a severe Torah prohibition. 
The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rabba 
make this statement? 


Rabba’s statement is according to this tanna in the baraita, who 
referred to those who violated a rabbinic decree as transgressors. 


It was taught in a Tosefta: In bathhouses in cities, one may stroll 
through them and, even if he sweats while doing so, need not be 
concerned. Rava said: This applies specifically to bathhouses in 
cities; but in villages, no, it does not apply. What is the reason 
for this distinction? Since the bathhouses in the villages are small, 
their heat is great, and even merely walking through them will 
certainly cause one to sweat. 


The Sages taught: One may warm himself opposite a bonfire on 

Shabbat and emerge and rinse in cold water as long as he does 

not first rinse in cold water and then warm himself" opposite 

the bonfire." This is prohibited because he thereby warms the 

water on his body and renders it lukewarm. The Sages also 

taught: A person whose intestines are painful may heat up a 

towel [aluntit]' and place it on his intestines even on Shabbat. 
This is permitted as long as one does not bring a kettle" of wa- 
ter and place it on his intestines on Shabbat, lest the water spill 

and he come to wring it out (Tosafot), which is a prohibited labor 
on Shabbat. And placing a kettle directly on his intestines is pro- 
hibited even on a weekday due to the danger involved. If the 

water is extremely hot it could spill and scald him. 


Similarly, the Sages taught: One may bring a jug [kiton]' full of 
cold water and place it opposite the bonfire on Shabbat; not so 
that the water will heat up," as it is prohibited to cook on Shabbat, 
rather to temper the cold, as one is permitted to render water less 
cold on Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda says: A woman may take a cruse 
of oil and place it opposite the bonfire;" not so the oil will cook, 
rather, so it will warm until it is lukewarm. Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: A woman may smear her hand with oil, and heat 
it opposite the fire, and afterward smear her young son with the 
heated oil, and she need not be concerned about cooking on 
Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


Rinsing and warming — panna jon: It is prohibited to 
rinse oneself with cold water and then warm oneself by standing 


next to the fire, as that is tantamount to heating water on Shabbat. 


However, heating oneself next to a fire and then rinsing with cold 
water is permitted (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:4). 


As long as one does not bring a kettle, etc. — w2? sow am 
^3) Diap: Placing a vessel containing hot water on one's 
stomach on Shabbat is prohibited, as per the baraita. Even on a 


weekday it is prohibited because of the danger involved. However, 
placing a hot garment on one’s stomach on Shabbat is permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 326:6). 


Liquids opposite the bonfire — MATAT 7335 ppn: Placing water, 
oil, and other liquids near a fire is permitted as long as they will not 
reach a temperature at which one's hand spontaneously recoils 
from them. This applies equally to water and oil, as per the opin- 
ion of Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318114). 


NOTES 
To call him a transgressor — x»1ay a pd: Al- 
though calling people names is generally prohibited, 
publicizing and denouncing one who violates a pro- 
hibition to warn the public about his actions is wholly 
appropriate. Here, the Gemara emphasized that this ap- 
plies even to one who violates rabbinic decrees (Meiri). 


NOTES 


As long as he does not rinse in cold water and warm 
himself opposite the bonfire - iva qey? xy sab 
mara, hahe water is swarmed is difficult since it is not 
prohibited to make water lukewarm on Shabbat. Nev- 
ertheless, the Sages prohibited one who rinsed in cold 
water to warm himself next to a bonfire, as that could 
create the impression that he had been in a bathhouse, 
potentially leading people to conclude that bathing in 
a bathhouse is permitted (Ramban). 


Not so that the water will heat up - amw Sava x»: 
Some commentaries explain that one must be care- 
ful when tempering cold water. If the water is close 
enough to the fire that it could become hotter than 
lukewarm, it is prohibited. This is also the conclusion in 
the Jerusalem Talmud (Rosh and others). 


LANGUAGE 


Towel [aluntit] - mVY: From the Latin linteum, a 
towel or napkin made of linen, probably by way of the 
Greek. 


Jug [kiton] - timp: From the Greek KbaBoc, kyathos, 
meaning a cup for drawing wine from a mixing bowl. 
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LANGUAGE 


Spontaneously recoils [soledet] — nhio: According to 
Rashi, who bases his opinion on an ambiguous verse in 
Job (6:10), the word means to recoil. Radak bases his ex- 
planation of the verse in Job on the usage of the word 
in the Gemara. He states that it means heated or boiling. 
However, Rabbeinu Hananel compares the use of this 
expression here with the expression in the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud: The hand can control [sholetet] it. In this context, as 
ong as the hand is capable of holding it, it is permitted. 


HALAKHA 


Secondary vessel — 31 bp: Placing a jug of cold water 
into a secondary vessel is permitted; placing it into a pri- 
mary vessel is prohibited. A primary vessel is defined as 
a vessel that was heated on the fire, while a secondary 
vessel is one into which water or food was poured from 
a primary vessel. The Sages established a principle that a 
secondary vessel is not hot enough to cook what is inside 
it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318213). 


NOTES 
Secondary vessel does not cook -bwan iK ba: The 
reason seems to be as follows: A primary vessel, which 
was actually on the fire, is often heated to a degree that 
it will cook whatever is inside it. The Sages extended their 
decree to include even a primary vessel that is not that hot. 
However, it is inconceivable that water in a secondary ves- 
sel, which is not as hot, could boil. Therefore, the Sages al- 
lowed certain leniencies with regard to secondary vessels. 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to heating 
oil in this manner on Shabbat, what is its legal status according 
to the first tanna, who permits doing so with water? Does he 
permit oil as well? Rabba and Rav Yosef both said that the 
opinion of the first tanna is to permit doing so in the case of oil. 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the opinion of the first tanna 
is to prohibit doing so. Rabba and Rav Yosef both said that the 
opinion of the first tanna is to permit doing so. The Gemara 
explains the dispute in the mishna: Oil, even though it is heated 
to the point at which the hand spontaneously recoils [soledet]' 
from its heat, is permitted to be heated in this manner. The 
reason is because the first tanna holds that oil is not subject to 
the prohibition of cooking. Cooking oil to its boiling point re- 
quires a very high temperature; merely heating it is not consid- 
ered cooking. And Rabbi Yehuda came to say that oil is subject 
to the prohibition of cooking; however, warming it to a luke- 
warm temperature is not tantamount to cooking it. Therefore, 
it is permitted to place a jar of oil near the fire in order to raise 
its temperature, though it is prohibited to heat it to the point of 
cooking. And Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel came to say that 
oil is subject to the prohibition of cooking, and warming it is 
tantamount to cooking it. He permitted it only in the specific 
case of awoman who smeared her hand with oil, heated it, and 
smeared her son with it. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The opinion of the first tanna 

is to prohibit doing so. He explains the dispute in the following 
manner: According to the first tanna, with regard to oil, even if 
the heat is not so great that the hand spontaneously recoils 

from it, it is prohibited to heat it. He holds that oil is subject 

to the prohibition of cooking, and warming it is tantamount 
to cooking it. And Rabbi Yehuda came to say, leniently, that 
warming it is not tantamount to cooking it. And Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel came to disagree with Rabbi Yehuda and to 

say that oil is subject to the prohibition of cooking, and warm- 
ing it is tantamount to cooking it. The Gemara questions: Ac- 
cording to this explanation, the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben 

Gamliel is identical to the opinion of the first tanna. What is 

the difference between them? The Gemara answers: There is a 

practical difference between them in a case where this is done 

in a backhanded manner, i.e., not as it is typically done. Accord- 
ing to the first tanna, it is totally prohibited to heat the oil, where- 
as according to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, it is permitted to 

heat the oil in a backhanded manner. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said that the halakha is: With 
regard to both oil and water, heating either one to the point 
where the hand spontaneously recoils from it is prohibited. 
Heating either one to the point where the hand does not spon- 
taneously recoil from it is permitted. The Gemara asks: And 
what are the circumstances in which a hand spontaneously 
recoils from it? Not all hands are equal in their sensitivity to 
heat. The Sage, Rahava, said: Any water that could cause a ba- 
by’s stomach to be scalded is considered water from which the 
hand spontaneously recoils. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi said: One time I followed Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi into the bathhouse on Shabbat to assist him, and 
I sought to place a jar of oil in the bathtub for him, to heat the 
oil somewhat before rubbing it on him. And he said to me: 
Take water from the bath in a secondary vessel" and place the 
oil into it. The Gemara remarks: Learn from this comment of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi three halakhot: Learn from it that oil is 
subject to the prohibition of cooking. This explains why he 
prohibited placing it in the bathtub. And learn from it that a 
secondary vessel is not hot and does not cook." And learn 
from it with regard to oil that warming it is tantamount to 
cooking it. 
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The Gemara is astonished by this story: How did Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi do this?" How did he teach his student halakha in the 
bathhouse? Didn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: In all places, it is permitted to contemplate Torah matters 
except for the bathhouse and the bathroom?" And if you say 
that he spoke to him in a secular language, didn’t Abaye say: 
Secular matters are permitted to be spoken in the sacred lan- 
guage, Hebrew, even in the bathhouse, and sacred matters may 
not be spoken in the bathhouse even in a secular language? The 
Gemara answers: It was permitted for Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi to 
conduct himself in that manner because he was preventing an 
individual from violating a prohibition," which is different. 


Know that this is so, as Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: There 
was an incident where a student of Rabbi Meir followed him 
into the bathhouse on Shabbat and sought to rinse the floor in 
order to clean it. And Rabbi Meir said to him: One may notrinse 
the floor on Shabbat. The student asked if it was permitted to 
smear the floor with oil." He said to him: One may not smear 
the floor with oil. Apparently, preventing one from violating a 
prohibition is different. Here too, in the incident involving 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, preventing one from violating a prohibi- 
tion is different and permitted. 


Ravina said: Learn from it that one who cooks in the hot 
springs of Tiberias" on Shabbat is liable, as the incident with 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was after the decree, and he said to his 
student: Take hot water in a secondary vessel and place the oil 
into it. Had he cooked the oil in the hot water itself, he would have 
violated a Torah prohibition. Since the incident with Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi took place after the Sages issued a decree to pro- 
hibit bathing in hot water on Shabbat, it must have taken place in 
a bath in the hot springs of Tiberias. The Gemara challenges this: 
Is that so? Didn’t Rav Hisda say that one who cooks in the Ti- 
berias hot springs on Shabbat is not liable? The Gemara an- 
swers: There is no contradiction. What, too, is the meaning of the 
term liable that Ravina said? It does not mean that one who 
cooked in the hot springs of Tiberias is liable to be stoned or to 
bring a sin-offering like one who violates a Torah prohibition. 
Rather, it means liable to receive lashes for rebelliousness," 
which one receives for intentionally violating rabbinic decrees. 


Rabbi Zeira said: I saw Rabbi Abbahu floating in a bath on 
Shabbat, and I do not know if he lifted his feet and was actually 
swimming in the water, or ifhe did not lift" his feet. The Gemara 
questions Rabbi Zeira’s uncertainty. It is obvious that he did not 
lift his feet, as it was taught in a baraita: A person may not float 
in a pool full of water" on Shabbat, and even if the pool was in a 
courtyard, where there is no room for concern lest he violate a 
prohibition. This is not difficult; this baraita is referring to a place 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


In all places, it is permitted to contemplate Torah mat- 
ters except for the bathhouse and the bathroom - nipa 
XBT ND YN Van man YAN sand Ava: Itis prohibited to 
speak or even think of matters of Torah i in a bathroom or 
even within four cubits, 1.92-2.3 m, of a bathroom (Mishna 
Berura). The same applies to a bathhouse. This is a corollary 
of the prohibition against speaking sacred matters in a 
bathroom or a bathhouse, even in a language other than 
Hebrew. However, in the course of preventing oneself or 
someone else from violating a more severe prohibition, it 
is permitted to speak of Torah matters in a bathroom or 
bathhouse, as per the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:4-5; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 85:2). 


And sought to rinse the floor. ..to smear the floor with 
oil — yprp > PY...ypp mT wpar: One may not oil 
or wash the floor of a bathhouse on Shabbat, even if the 
floor is made of stone tiles. Since there is no great need to 
do so on Shabbat, the Sages were stringent in this regard 
(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 21:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:3). 


Cooking in the hot springs of Tiberias - »an3 bwa 
x29: One who cooks in the hot springs ofTiberias is not 
liable by Torah law; however, he violates a rabbinic decree. 
Even though the water of the hot springs is not heated by 
fire and it is unlike standard cases of cooking, neverthe- 
less the Sages issued a decree. Cooking in hot springs is 
punishable by lashes for rebelliousness (Maggid Mishne; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:3). 


A person may not float in a pool full of water, etc. - x 
“310 axbn TDI DTK vw»: It is prohibited to swim 
on Shabbat, even ina pool i in a courtyard. It is permitted, 
though, to swim in a pool with an edge around it that 
prevents the water from splashing outside the pool, as per 
the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 23:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 339:2). 


NOTES 


How did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi do this — +37 ay 13»: Why 
did the Gemara challenge the custom of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
from the statement of Rabbi Yohanan, who was his student? 
Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s statement was based on a long-stand- 
ing tradition; Rabbi Yohanan merely publicized it. Once it is 
widely accepted, it can be used to challenge even Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Preventing an individual from violating a prohibition - 
XPDNA WII: Many actions that involve disdain for an in- 
dividual’s honor, e. g. treating one’s rabbi without the requisite 
deference, were permitted in order to prevent one from violat- 
ing a prohibition. In that context, it is permitted to speak of 
Torah matters in a place where doing so is generally prohibited. 


Although those Sages could have told the person to refrain 
rom his actions without citing the Torah source prohibiting 
hose actions, they cited the prohibition in order to distance 
him from transgression in the future as well (Rashba). 


Lashes for rebelliousness — my2 n2: The violation of a Torah 
prohibition is generally punishable by thirty-nine lashes. The 
ashes were administered by a court based on the testimony of 
witnesses only if the defendant was forewarned, as explained 
in tractate Makkot. However, there were also lashes for rebel- 
iousness that were administered to anyone who defiantly and 
intentionally violated a rabbinic ordinance or decree, even if it 
was a relatively minor infraction. The lashes of rebelliousness 
have neither an upper nor a lower limit. Rather, the number 


depends solely on the assessment of the judges. According 
to Rav Sa’adia Gaon, lashes for rebelliousness were thirteen in 
number, one-third the number of lashes instituted by the Torah. 


And | do not know if he lifted his feet or if he did not lift - xb) 
apy xb IN PY IM Nat: Some commentaries explained the 
verb lifted in this context to mean splashed water outside the 
pool. The fundamental prohibition of swimming is based on 
the concern that one will splash water from the private domain 
to the public domain. This is contrary to Rashi’s opinion, which 
maintains that swimming is prohibited because one might tie 
wood or other objects to oneself as a flotation device to facili- 
tate his swimming (Rabbeinu Zerahya HaLevi; Ran). 
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Perek IH 
Daf 41 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


One who holds his penis and urinates — 4s 
PAWN maxa mixg: An unmarried man may 
only hold ‘his penis while urinating in a way that 
will not cause arousal, i.e., he must not touch 
the glans, the tip of the penis. If he is married, it 
is permitted, but he should refrain from doing 
so as an act of piety (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 3:14 and Even HaEzer 23:4). 


Anyone who ascends from Babylonia to Eretz 
Yisrael transgresses a positive command- 
ment- agya ray dye yin aan niyn be: 

Some authorities ruled that leaving Babylonia 

to live in other countries is prohibited. Some 

include Eretz Yisrael in this prohibition (Kessef 
Mishne). However, according to this opinion, 
for the same reasons that one is permitted to 

leave Eretz Yisrael, Torah, marriage and business, 
one may leave Babylonia as well (Rambam Sefer 
Shoftim, Hilkhot Melakhim 5:12). 


NOTES 


It is as if he were bringing a flood to the 
world - obiyy Siar wan 1ga: The Talmud 
explains that one of the reasons for the Flood 
was masturbation, as it says: “For all flesh had 
corrupted their way” (Genesis 6:12). Therefore, 
one who arouses himself sexually it is as if he is 
bringing a flood to the world. 


Amilitary unit that entered a city, etc. -nyha 
3) v TDW: There was an idolatrous cus- 
om in talmudic times for a gentile to pour out a 
small portion of the wine from a cup as an offer- 
ing to the gods. As a result, any wine touched 
by gentiles had the legal status of a prohibited 
idolatrous offering from which it is prohibited 
o derive any benefit. Therefore, when gentiles 
entered a city without supervision, there was 
an assumption that they poured wine for idola- 
rous purposes from all of the open barrels and 
hereby rendered the wine prohibited. 


As that which Rava would do. He would bend 
over — NW KITT X73: Since Rava did not ac- 
cept the opinion of Abaye in tractate Nidda, 
which permits one to hold his genitals if he is 
afraid, Rava was careful to obscure his genitals 
by bending over rather than concealing them 
with his hand (Rav Avraham Moshe Horowitz). 


Rabbi Zeira was avoiding...as he sought to 
ascend to Eretz Yisrael — WADWA xp TYI 
Dewr yyh pond wan: Rav Yehuda, whose 
opinion is cited in detail in tractate Ketubot, 
states that the Jews in Babylonia who did not 
ascend to Eretz Yisrael during the immigrations 
of the Second Temple period were obligated 
to remain in Babylonia. In addition, Rav Yehuda 
claimed that living in Babylonia is of compa- 
rable value to living in Eretz Yisrael. Rabbi Zeira 
explained the verse: “They shall be taken to Ba- 
bylonia and there they shall remain,’ does not 
refer to the Jewish people, but to the Temple 
vessels. Consequently, no prohibition may be 
derived from it. On the other hand, Rabbi Zeira 
was concerned that Rav Yehuda would explic- 
itly prohibit him from leaving Babylonia and he 
did not want to defy him (Rashi). 
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that does not have embankments surrounding it. Since there are no partitions, 
it appears like an ocean or a river. That incident involving Rabbi Abbahu oc- 
curred in a place that has embankments and looks like a vessel. Therefore, the 
Sages did not prohibit it. 


After citing what Rabbi Zeira related with regard to Rabbi Abbahu, the Ge- 
mara cites that Rabbi Zeira said: I saw that Rabbi Abbahu, while he was 
bathing, placed his hands over his genitals for the sake of modesty, and I do 
not know whether he touched them or did not touch them. The Gemara 
questions Rabbi Zeira’s uncertainty. It is obvious that he did not touch his 
genitals, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: One who holds his 
penis and urinates" it is as if he were bringing a flood to the world." He is li- 
able to become aroused by that contact and that is an extremely severe transgres- 
sion, comparable to the transgressions violated in the generation of the flood. 


Abaye said: Nevertheless, no proof can be cited from that baraita. Perhaps the 
Sages rendered the legal status of this situation like that of a military unit, as 
we learned in a mishna: A military unit that entered a city," ifit entered during 
peacetime, after the soldiers leave, the open barrels of wine are prohibited and 
the wine in them may not be drunk due to suspicion that the gentile soldiers 
may have poured this wine as a libation for idolatry. The sealed barrels are 
permitted. However, if the unit entered in wartime, both are permitted be- 
cause in wartime there is no respite to pour wine for idolatry, and one can be 
certain that the soldiers did not do so. Apparently, since they are afraid, they 
do not pour libations. Here too, in the case of bathing, since he is afraid, he 
will not come to have impure thoughts. The Gemara asks: And what fear is 
there here that would prevent one bathing from having impure thoughts? The 
Gemara answers: Fear of the river. Since he needs to be careful that the water 
does not wash him away, he is too distracted to think of other matters. 


The Gemara questions the story itself: And is that so? Is it permitted under any 
circumstances to cover one’s genitals while bathing? Didn’t Rabbi Abba say that 
Rav Huna said that Rav said: Anyone who places his hands over his genitals 
is as if he denies the covenant of our father Abraham? It appears as if he is 
covering himself to obscure the fact that he is circumcised. The Gemara answers: 
This is not difficult, as there is room to distinguish and say that this, the case 
where it is prohibited to cover oneself, is when he is descending into the river 
and there are no people facing him and he need not be concerned with modesty. 
In that case covering oneself is prohibited as he appears to be renouncing the 
covenant of Abraham. That, the case where, in certain circumstances, this pro- 
hibition does not apply, is when he is emerging from the river. When he emerg- 
es, he is facing the people on the riverbank and it is then permitted to cover 
himselfin the interest of modesty, as that which Rava would do. He would bend 
over" when he was naked. Rabbi Zeira would stand upright, in accordance with 
Rav’s statement that it is prohibited to appear to be renouncing the covenant of 
Abraham. When the Sages of the school of Rav Ashi descended into the river 
they stood upright. When they emerged from the river they bent over. 


Speaking of bathing and its halakhot, the Gemara relates: Rabbi Zeira was 
avoiding being seen by his teacher, Rav Yehuda, as Rabbi Zeira sought to as- 
cend to Eretz Yisrael" and his teacher disapproved. As Rav Yehuda said: 
Anyone who ascends from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael transgresses a positive 
commandment," as it is stated: “They shall be taken to Babylonia and there 
they shall remain until the day that I recall them, said the Lord” (Jeremiah 
27:22). Based on that verse, Rav Yehuda held that since the Babylonian exile was 
by divine decree, permission to leave Babylonia for Eretz Yisrael could only be 
granted by God. Rabbi Zeira did not want to discuss his desire to emigrate with 
Rav Yehuda, so that he would not be forced to explicitly disobey him. Neverthe- 
less, he said: I will go and hear something from him and then I will leave. He 
went and found Rav Yehuda standing in the bathhouse and telling his servant: 
Bring me natron [neter] with which to wash, bring me a comb, open your 
mouths and let out air, and drink from the water of the bathhouse. Rabbi 
Zeira said: If I had come only to hear this matter from Rav Yehuda, it would 
suffice for me. 
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The Gemara analyzes the lessons learned from this story. Granted, when 

Rav Yehuda said: Bring me natron, bring me a comb, he was teaching 
us that mundane matters are permitted to be spoken in the bathhouse, 
even in the sacred language. When he said: Open your mouths and let 

out air, that too is in accordance with that which Shmuel said, as Shmu- 
el said: Heat produces heat. The hot air that one inhales causes him to 

sweat more quickly. However, drink the water of the bathhouse, what 

benefit is there in doing that? The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a 

baraita: One who ate and did not drink at all, what he ate becomes blood 

and that causes the onset of intestinal disease. One who ate and did not 

walk four cubits after eating, what he ate rots and that causes the onset 

of bad breath. One who needs to defecate and ate is similar to an oven 

that was lit on top of its ashes." When ashes from a previous fire are not 
swept out, and new logs are placed on top of the old ones, it inhibits the 

burning and dirties the oven, and that causes the onset of odor of the 

filth of perspiration in a person. As far as our matter is concerned, the 

baraita teaches: One who bathed in hot water and did not drink from 

it is like an oven that was lit from the outside and not lit from the inside. 
The lighting is ineffective and the oven does not heat properly. Rav Ye- 
huda told his servants to drink the hot water while bathing so that they 
would be heated from the inside and the outside. The baraita continues: 
One who bathed in hot water and did not rinse afterward with cold 

water is like iron that was placed in the fire and not placed afterward in 

cold water, which leaves the iron soft. And one who bathed and did not 

smear himself with oil afterward is like water that was poured on top of 
a barrel, and not into it. The water spills outside the barrel. 


In thi ish ; he S di l d 
MISHNA t a na, the ages iscuss two vesse. ae 


for heating water. With regard to a mulyar," a 
bronze vessel into which coals are placed in an outer compartment and 
water is placed into an adjacent inner compartment, whose coals were 
swept, one may drink from it on Shabbat. With regard to an 
antikhi,'®" which is a vessel with a different configuration, even if its coals 


were swept, one may not drink from it on Shabbat. 
The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances 


GE MA of a swept mulyar? The Gemara answers: A mu- 
lyar is the vessel, explained in the Tosefta on our mishna, that has water 
on the inside and coals on the outside. With regard to the identity of an 
antikhi there are different opinions. Rabba said that it refers to a stove. A 
space is created in the wall of a stove and filled with water. Since the stove 
is very hot, it is prohibited to use this water. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said: An antikhi is a cauldron, i.e., a vessel made from two cauldrons 
stacked one on top of the other with coals in the bottom one and water in 
the upper one. These two different opinions have halakhic implications. 
The one who says that it is prohibited to use a vessel composed of two 
cauldrons, all the more so it is prohibited to use the space inside of a 
stove. And the one who says that it is prohibited to use the space inside 
a stove, a vessel composed of two cauldrons, no, it is not prohibited. It 
was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman: 
An antikhi, even if it was swept and covered with ashes, one may not 
drink from it on Shabbat because its copper heats it. The heating in an 
antikhi is by means of the coals beneath the water. 


MI SHNA The Sages added to the laws of leaving food on a 


source of heat and cooking food on Shabbat: An 
urn that was emptied of its hot water on Shabbat, one may not place cold 
water into it so that the cold water will be heated. However, one may 
place cold water into an urn or into a cup that were emptied of their hot 


water in order to warm it but not in order to heat it. 
G E M A The mishna seems to contradict itself. The first 
statement completely prohibits placing water into 
an urn, and later it was partially permitted. The Gemara asks: What is the 
mishna saying?’ Rav Adda bar Mattana said that it said the following: 
An urn that was emptied of its hot water," one may not put a small 
amount of water into it so that it will become very hot. However, one 
may put a large quantity of water into it in order to warm it. A large 
quantity of cold water will not be heated in those circumstances. 


HALAKHA 
Modes of eating, etc. — 11 TP% 1977: A person is 
obligated to preserve his own physical health and 
accustom himself to eat, drink, conduct himself in 
a manner deemed beneficial by medical experts, 
and follow the advice of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 4:2). 


Urn that was emptied of its hot water, etc. - oman 
^D) DN 32 MDW: It is permitted to pour a large 
quantity of cold water into an urn from which hot 
water was emptied. One need not be concerned 
about the prohibition of hardening the metal of the 
urn, since he does not intend to perform that labor 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:1, 22:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:12). 


LANGUAGE 
Mulyar - wn: From the Latin miliarium, or the 
Greek ptAtdptov, miliarion, derived from the Latin. It 
is a tall, copper vessel with a narrow top, furnished 
with winding tubes. 


Antikhi — *3»23%: Apparently, this word comes from 
the Greek åyyoðńxn, angotheke. It means, among 
other things, a vessel heated by coals. 


BACKGROUND 
Mulyar - aan: The water is poured into the el- 
evated cylindrical section, while the coals are placed 
in the section of the vessel attached to it. 


Depiction of a mulyar from Pompeii, from the period of the Mishna 


Antikhi — "333%: The vessel has double walls where 
the coals are placed, with the water inside the vessel. 
The water is poured through a faucet on the left. 


Depiction of an antikhi from Pompeii 


NOTES 

Mulyar.. .antikhi- »popars... 1x99: There are various 
explanations with regard to what is permitted and 
what is prohibited in this matter. Some explained 
that the reason for permitting a mulyar is because 
the water is not above the coals. Therefore, it is not 
considered a primary vessel. However, an antikhi is 
considered to be a primary vessel because the water 
is above the coals (Ran). 


What is the mishna saying — Wax x12: The Ritva 
explained that this question means: What is the pre- 
cise meaning of the word shepinahu in the mishna? 
Does it mean that the urn itself was removed from its 
place on the fire, or does it mean that the water was 
removed from the urn, as subsequently interpreted 
in the Gemara? 
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Doesn't it harden the vessel — 41x72 Kbm: The process of hard- 
ening a vessel falls in the general category of the prohibited 
labor of “striking with a hammer,’ which includes any act that 
completes the crafting of a vessel. Any action that serves to 
complete the crafting of a vessel or its repair is prohibited. In 
this context, since the vessel is strengthened by the cold water, 
that constitutes the final step in making the vessel. 
Unintentional act — pam xv 33%: One might have thought 
that hardening, even though it unintended, is a case of: If you 
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NOTES 


The Gemara questions this leniency: By putting cold water into 
the urn, doesn’t it harden the vessel?" Cold water poured into 
a heated metal vessel reinforces the vessel. It is one of the stages 
in the labor of a blacksmith. How is it permitted to do something 
similar on Shabbat? The Gemara answers: This mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who stated a 
principle with regard to the laws of Shabbat: An unintentional 
act," i.e., a permitted action from which a prohibited labor in- 
advertently ensues, is permitted. Here too, his intention was to 
warm the water, not to reinforce the vessel. Abaye strongly 
objects to this explanation: Does it say in the mishna: An urn 
from which water was emptied? That would indicate that he 
sought to fill the vessel with other water and warm up that water. 
Rather, an urn that was removed" was taught in the mishna, 
meaning that the urn was removed from the fire, not that the 
water was emptied from it. 


Rather, Abaye said this is what the mishna is saying: An urn 
that was removed from the fire and contains hot water, one 
may not place a small quantity of water in it so that the water 
will become hot; rather, one may place a large quantity of 
water in it so that the water will become warm. And with re- 
gard to an urn from which water was removed; one may not 
place any water into it because he hardens the vessel by placing 
cold water into a hot vessel. And, according to this explanation, 
our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who said that an unintentional act from which a prohibited 
labor inadvertently ensues is prohibited on Shabbat. 


With regard to the matter itself, Rav said: They taught that one 

is permitted to place cold water into an urn with hot water after 
it was removed from the fire, when his intention is only to 

warm the cold water. However, if he did this in order to hard- 
en the vessel, it is prohibited. And Shmuel said: Even if he 

does so in order to harden the vessel, it is also permitted. The 

Gemara wonders: Is hardening permitted ab initio? Isn't it a 

full-fledged prohibited labor on Shabbat? Rather, ifthe dispute 

between Rav and Shmuel was stated, it was stated as follows. 
Rav said: They taught that it is permitted to add water only in 

a measure that is sufficient to warm the water, i.e., to only par- 
tially fill the vessel. However, filling it completely with a mea- 
sure sufficient to harden the vessel is prohibited. And Shmuel 

said: Even a measure sufficient to harden the vessel 


cut off its head will it not die, i.e., an inevitable consequence, 


in which case, even Rabbi Shimon agrees that the action is 
prohibited. Therefore, the Gemara explains that Rabbi Shimon 
does not consider this a case of hardening but only a case 
where the potential of hardening exists (Ra’avad). 

Urn that was removed — 1739 ony: Although in the Bible, 
the word pina means to empty a vessel of its contents, rabbinic 
Hebrew is not always consistent with biblical Hebrew. Since the 
word pina has two different meanings in talmudic literature, it 


is imperative to understand the word correctly in this context 
because the halakha depends on an unambiguous understand- 
ing of the language (Rashba; Tosafot). 


They taught only to warm - VPT.. by Ww x: The state- 
ments of Rav and Shmuel can be interpreted according to the 
opinions of both Rav Adda bar Ahava and Abaye. However, each 
interprets the matter according to the specific case with which 
he is dealing (Ritva). 
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is permitted, since one did not intend to perform that prohibited 
labor. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Shmuel, who permits adding 
water even in an amount sufficient to harden a vessel, holds in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who says that one 
may perform an action that inadvertently results in a prohibited 
labor? Didn’t Shmuel say: One may extinguish a piece of white- 
hot metal" in a public area on Shabbat so that the masses will not 
be injured? That is because the piece of white-hot metal is not ac- 
tual fire and extinguishing it is prohibited by rabbinic decree, not 
Torah law. The Sages did not issue decrees in situations where there 
is concern for public safety. However, one may not extinguish a 
red-hot wood coal" because extinguishing it is prohibited by Torah 
law. And if it would enter your mind that Shmuel holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, it should even be permit- 
ted to extinguish wood as well. When one extinguishes the coal, he 
intends neither to perform a prohibited labor nor to derive any 
benefit. He merely intends to prevent the coal from causing injury. 
Extinguishing the coal is a labor not necessary for its own sake. 
Rabbi Shimon says that one who performs a labor not necessary for 
its own sake is exempt. 


The Gemara responds: In the case of an unintentional act, Shmuel 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. In the 
case of labor not necessary for its own sake," he holds that he is 
liable, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Ravina 
said: Therefore, a thorn in the public domain" that is liable to 
cause injury, one may move it from there in increments, each less 
than four cubits, on Shabbat. Although the Torah prohibits carry- 
ing an object four cubits in the public domain on Shabbat, carrying 
less than four cubits is prohibited only by rabbinic law. From Shmu- 
el’s statement, it is clear that the Sages did not issue a decree in any 
case where there is a threat to the masses. And, therefore, if the 
thorn was in a karmelit, where the prohibition to carry is by rab- 
binic law, one is permitted to carry it even more than four cubits. 


We learned in the mishna: However, one may place water into an 
urn in order to warm it. The Sages taught in a baraita: A person 
may place hot water into cold" water, but not cold into hot;" this 
is the statement of Beit Shammai. In their opinion the cold water 
becomes heated by the hot water beneath it. And Beit Hillel say: 
Both hot into cold and cold into hot are permitted. However, Beit 
Hillel did not permit this in all cases. In what case is this said? It is 
in the case of a cup. However, in a bath with a lot of water, it is 
permitted to pour hot into cold but not cold into hot. And Rabbi 
Shimon ben Menasya prohibits even putting hot into cold. Rav 
Nahman said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya in this matter. 


One may extinguish a piece of white-hot metal.. 


HALAKHA 


One may extinguish a piece of white-hot metal, etc. - 
yay nama bw nbma paan: It is permitted to extinguish on 
Shabbat a lump of white-hot metal located in a place where 
it could cause injury, as per the ruling of Shmuel. As for 
wood coal, the Rambam prohibits extinguishing it, while 
other authorities permit doing so because most halakhic 
authorities ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon with regard to an action that is not necessary for its 
own sake. That is the halakha (Mishna Berura in the name of 
Eliyahu Rabba; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:27). 


Thorn in the public domain - warg mwa yip: On Shab- 
bat, one may move a thorn or other obstacles in the public 
domain to the sides of the public domain in increments of 
ess than four cubits at a time so that people will not be 
injured by them. In a karmelit, one may move the obstacle 
even more than four cubits at a time, as per the opinion of 
Ravina (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:18). 


Hot water into cold - pix sind pan: Pouring a large quan- 
ity of cold water into an urn that was emptied of hot water 
in order to warm the cold water is permitted. In addition, 
here is no reason for concern that one will thereby harden 
he metal of the urn, since he did not intend to perform that 
action, as per the statement of Beit Hillel and Abaye's expla- 
nation of Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya's statement (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 318:12). 


Cold into hot - pana sind y 2x: Adding cold water to hot 
water in a primary vessel on Shabbat is prohibited. If there is 
so much cold water that it will not become exceedingly hot, 
itis permitted, as long as the vessel is not on the fire (Rema). 
Ifthe hot water is in a secondary vessel, it is permitted. There 
are authorities who prohibit this in a large tub, even if it is 
a secondary vessel (Shulhan Arukh HaRav according to the 
Tur, Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:12). 


NOTES 


-however, dent. Indeed, there is a certain relationship between the two: 


not a red-hot wood coal - 1b bax...nama bw ndna paan 
yy by mbm: Some of the early commentaries explain that the 
difference between extinguishing burning wood and metal is 
not in the severity of the prohibition but in the danger posed by 
each case. When a wooden coal is hot, it is red, which prompts 
people to avoid it. Metal can be hot enough to cause damage 
even when it is not red. That is dangerous, as people tend to 
be less careful to avoid it (Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot; Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Rav Hai Gaon). 


An unintentional act...labor not necessary for its own sake - 
maw) mony myxw TINYN... MAM paw rata: The Gemara is 
based on the assumption that an unintentional action and a 
labor that is not necessary for its own sake are interdepen- 


If an action is not necessary for its own sake, then, at the very 
least, the person did not intend to perform that aspect of the 
action. Conversely, one who performs an unintentional action 
clearly did not perform the prohibited labor for its own sake. 
Therefore, despite the resolution in the Gemara, apparently 
the Sages agree that those who exempt a person from labor 
that is not necessary for its own sake would certainly exempt 
a person from an unintentional act. However, according to the 
answer that rejects the close connection between these two 
actions, a distinction must be made between an unintentional 
act, where one had no intention at all of performing the action 
or the prohibition, even if it ensued as an unintended but not 
inevitable consequence of a different action, and an action that 
is not necessary for its own sake where the person intentionally 


performs the action but did not perform it in order to achieve 
the standard objective of that action. 


Hot water into cold, but not cold into hot — jix7 sind pan 
pann sind pisa Ky: According to Rashi, the difference in 
the halakha is based on the concept that the water below 
prevails, as hot air or water is lighter and rises upward. There- 
fore, cold water poured into hot water is heated, while hot 
water poured into cold water is cooled. Other commentaries 
explain that the reason for the prohibition was a decree based 
on the prohibition against cooking. Since cooking, including 
placing food in a primary vessel, is prohibited, pouring cold 
water into a vessel in which there is hot water, even if it is a 
secondary vessel, is tantamount to cooking the water and is 
prohibited (Rashba). 
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LANGUAGE 

Basin [sefel] —bpp: From the usage of this word here 
and in many other sources it seems clear that this 
is a large vessel into which significant quantities of 
liquid are poured either for the purpose of drinking 
or for washing one’s feet. In popular usage today, it 
refers to a small vessel used for drinking but that is 
not reflected in the sources. 


Stew pot [ilpas] - pyy: From the Greek word 
Aoxáç, lopas, genitive Aoráðoç, lopados, which 
means a flat dish, or a vessel used for frying or deep 
frying. 


NOTES 


Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not dispute this 
matter — m vata Son nea aw m2 pdm xd: It is 


difficult to assume that a tanna from a later genera- 


tion would rule in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Shammai. In instances where a Sage apparently 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, 
it must be explained that the ruling is not contrary 
to the opinion of Beit Hillel. It must be that the Sage 
has a different tradition with regard to the opinions 


of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, and his opinion cor- 


responds to the opinion of Beit Hillel as well. 


HALAKHA 


One may not place spices into them - pind ital x 
phan: It is prohibited to place spices into a primary 
vessel even after it was removed from the fire as long 
as one’s hand spontaneously recoils from it due to 
its heat, as per the mishna. Other authorities are 
more stringent, stating that it is prohibited to do 
so even when the primary vessel is not so hot that 
one's hand spontaneously recoils from it (Magen 
Avraham based on the Jerusalem Talmud; Shulhan 
Arukh HaRav). Adding spices to a secondary vessel is 


permitted, even if it is so hot that one’s hand spon- 


taneously recoils from it (Mishna Berura; Rambam 


Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:6; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 318:9). 
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BACKGROUND 

Tureen [tamhui] — "man: A tamhui is a large, flat 
vessel used to hold food after it was removed from 
a pot before it was distributed into bowls. In every 
city, the charity collectors would collect money to 
be distributed to the poor for their needs, such as 
clothing, shelter, and the like. The money was also 
used to purchase food for the tamhui, which was 
a large tureen full of food that was apportioned to 
the poor in need of a meal. Consequently, the place 
where charity was distributed was named for this 
vessel, a house of tamhui. 
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Rav Yosef thought to say that the legal status of a basin [sefel ],' which is 
a vessel used for washing, is like that of a bath, and it is prohibited to pour 
water into it. Abaye said to him that Rabbi Hiyya taught a baraita: A 
basin is not like a bath in terms of pouring water into it. The Gemara asks: 
And according to what entered Rav Yosef’s mind initially, that a basin 
is like a bath with regard to this halakha, and Rav Nahman said that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Me- 
nasya in this matter, does that mean that on Shabbat there is no possibil- 
ity of washing with hot water? No all-encompassing prohibition of wash- 
ing with hot water on Shabbat was ever taught. 


The Gemara replies: Do you think that Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya is 
referring to the latter clause of the mishna? No, he is referring to the 
first clause of the mishna, where we learned that Beit Hillel permit both 
hot water into cold and cold water into hot, and Rabbi Shimon ben 
Menasya prohibits placing cold water into hot. The Gemara asks: If so, 
say that Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya stated his opinion in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Shammai. Isn't the halakha generally established 
according to Beit Hillel? The Gemara explains: He said the following: 
Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not dispute this matter.” Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Menasya had a different tradition with regard to the opinions 
of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: I saw that Rava was not strict in 
the case ofa vessel and made no distinction between cold and hot. From 
where did he derive this leniency? From a baraita that Rabbi Hiyya 
taught: A person may place a jug of water into a basin of water, both 
hot into cold and cold into hot. Rav Huna said to Rav Ashi: There is a 
weakness in this proof, as perhaps there it is different because the vessel 
forms a partition between the hot and cold water. He is not pouring cold 
water into the basin itself but is placing a jug whose sides forma partition 
into the basin. He said to him: The term pour was stated in that baraita. 
This is the correct version: A person may pour a jug of water into a basin 
of water, both hot into cold or cold into hot. Therefore, there is no room 
to distinguish between the two cases. 


MI S HN A In continuation of the discussion of vessels where 


the prohibition of cooking applies even though 
the vessels are not actually on the fire itself, the mishna establishes: A 
stew pot [ilpas]' and a pot that were removed from the fire while they 
were still boiling, even if they were removed before Shabbat, one may 
not place spices into them" on Shabbat itself. Even though the pot is 
not actually standing on the fire, the spices are still cooked in it because 
the pot is a primary vessel, i.e., a vessel whose contents were cooked on 
the fire. 


However, one may place the spices into a bowl or into a tureen 
[tamhui],® which is a large bowl into which people pour the contents a 
stew pot ora pot. Bowls and tureens are both secondary vessels and food 
placed into them does not get cooked. Rabbi Yehuda says: One may 
place spices into anything on Shabbat except for a vessel that has in it 
something containing vinegar or brine of salted fish. 


G E M ARA A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is Rab- 

bi Yehuda referring to the first clause of the 
mishna and being lenient? According to that possibility, the mishna 
prohibits placing spices into any boiling pot and Rabbi Yehuda holds that 
this only applies if there is fish brine or vinegar inside the pot. Or perhaps 
he is referring to the latter clause of the mishna and is being stringent? 
The Rabbis said that one is permitted to place spices into a bowl or a tu- 


reen, and Rabbi Yehuda came to add a stringency and say that if the bowl 
or tureen contains vinegar or brine, it is prohibited to place spices into it. 
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Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was 
taught explicitly in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: Into all stew 
pots one may place spices on Shabbat; into all pots, even those 
that are boiling, one may place spices, except for one that con- 
tains vinegar or brine. The baraita clearly indicates that Rabbi 
Yehuda disputes the first clause of the mishna and is being lenient. 


Rav Yosef thought to say that salt is like a spice whose legal status 
is: In a primary vessel that was on the fire, salt gets cooked and 
therefore it is prohibited to place salt into it on Shabbat. And in a 
secondary vessel, into which the contents of a primary vessel were 
poured, salt does not get cooked. Abaye said to him: Didn't 
Rabbi Hiyya already teach that salt is not like a spice?" Certainly 
he meant that in a secondary vessel it also gets cooked. And the 
Gemara remarks that this conclusion disputes the statement of 
Rav Nahman, as Rav Nahman said: Salt requires cooking’ for as 
long as the meat of an ox does, i.e., it requires extensive cooking. 


And some say a very different version of this: Rav Yosef thought 
to say that salt is like a spice, i.e., in a primary vessel it gets 
cooked, whereas in a secondary vessel it does not get cooked." 
Abaye said to him: Didn't Rabbi Hiyya already teach that salt is 
not like a spice, meaning that in a primary vessel, it also does not 
get cooked? And that is precisely what Rav Nahman said: Salt 
requires cooking for as long as the meat of an ox does. 
M I S H N From a discussion of the halakhot of insula- 
tion and preparation for Shabbat followed 
by a brief tangent dealing with the prohibited labor of cooking on 
Shabbat, the mishna proceeds to briefly discuss prohibitions relat- 
ing to set-aside [muktze] items in terms of Shabbat lamps. One 
may not place a vessel beneath the oil lamp," the vessel contain- 
ing the oil and the wick, on Shabbat in order to receive the oil that 
drips from the wick. And if one placed the vessel on Friday while 
it was still day, it is permitted.’ However, in any case, one may 
not make use of the oil on Shabbat because it is not from the oil 
prepared from Shabbat eve for use on Shabbat. The oil in the lamp 


was already set aside and designated solely for the purpose of light- 
ing the lamp. 


Rav Hisda said: Although the Sages said 
GEMARA aL 


that one may not place a vessel beneath 
ahen preparing to lay an egg on Shabbat on an inclined surface, in 
order to receive its egg and prevent it from breaking when it falls; 
however, they permitted overturning a vessel onto an egg" on 
Shabbat so that it will not be trampled and break. Rabba said: 
What is Rav Hisda’s reason? He holds that a hen is likely to lay 
its egg in a garbage dump and people or animals will oftentimes 
step on it, but it is not likely to lay its egg on an inclined surface 
where the egg could roll down and break. And in a common case 
of preservation, the Sages permitted overturning a vessel onto the 
egg that is located in the garbage dump to protect it from being 
broken. And in an uncommon case of preservation, i.e., placing 
a vessel beneath a hen to receive its egg so that it would not roll 
down an inclined surface, they did not permit" doing so. 


HALAKHA 

Salt is not like a spice - phan TIX rion: Sprinkling 
salt into a primary vessel after it was taken off the fire 
is permitted, as per the second version in the Gemara, 
because halakha tends to be established according 
to the second version. Moreover, in that version Rav 
Nahman and Abaye are in agreement. Other authori- 
ties state that putting salt even into a secondary vessel 
is prohibited (Rema). According to that approach, the 
first statement in the Gemara is accepted (Jaz). It is 
proper to be stringent in this matter (Rema; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22: 6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 318:9). 


Vessel beneath the oil lamp - 727.000 13: One may 
not place a vessel beneath an oil lamp on Shabbat to 
receive the oil. Placing a vessel beneath the oil lamp 
before Shabbat begins is permitted; however, the oil 
may not be used on Shabbat, as per the mishna (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 265:3). 


Overturning a vessel onto an egg - mya by dp mops: 

Overturning a vessel onto an egg that was laid on 

Shabbat is permitted. This halakha applies to protect- 
ing other set-aside objects from damage, both on 
Shabbat and on Festivals, as per the opinion of Rav 
Hisda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:23; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 310:6, 322:1, 513:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Cooking salt - nop Sawa: It is difficult to articulate 
a precise and unequivocal definition of cooking salt, 
because the concept of cooking, in general, is not 
clear in the Talmud. In any case, water with even a very 
small quantity of salt requires a significantly higher 
temperature to reach boiling. Since salt boils only at a 
very high temperature or after cooking for a long time, 
its cooking is said to be like cooking the meat of an ox. 


NOTES 


In a primary vessel it gets cooked, whereas in a secondary 
vessel it does not get cooked — don nbwa wrt a7 
awa x aW: In the Jerusalem Talmud, the Sages discussed 
whether the rationale for prohibiting placing food in a primary 
vessel is because in most instances it is so hot that a hand will 
spontaneously recoil from it or because a primary vessel is, at 
times, so hot that one could actually cook with it, which is not 
the case with a secondary vessel. 


If one placed it while it was still day, it is permitted - mama 


ama oF Tiyan: This language is problematic, as apparently 
permission is only granted after the fact. It should have said: 
However, one may place it while it is still day (Tosafot). Some 
commentaries explain that the language is precise: Even on 
Friday it is prohibited ab initio to place a vessel under a candle to 
receive the dripping oil, as people might assume that the bowl 


was placed there after Shabbat began (7ziyyun LeNefesh Hayya). 


And in an uncommon case of preservation, they did not 
permit -— aT x TASA TRY abym: Some commentaries 


explain that the Sages did not permit an uncommon method 
of preservation, even for food suitable to be eaten on Shab- 
bat (Tosafot, but not according to Rashi). The rationale is that 
permitting an uncommon method of preservation might lead 
a person in desperation to perform an action that is actually 
prohibited. That is the same reason that rescuing objects from 
a fire is prohibited. Nevertheless, the Sages permitted common 
methods of preservation because in standard situations, the 
necessary preparations will be in place before Shabbat and one 
will not come to desecrate the Shabbat (Rambam). 
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LANGUAGE 
Barrels [gulfei] - aa: Some authorities believe that 


the origin of this word is from the Greek káaĝoç, ka- 


lathos, which means a basket, jug, or water vessel. 


Perek III 
Daf 43 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


He negates a vessel’s preparedness — Svan XPT 
aon bp: It is prohibited to place a vessel that one 
is ‘permitted to move, beneath an object whose use 


is prohibited on Shabbat. By doing so a person ne- 


gates the vessel's availability, as per the opinion of Rav 
Yosef (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:23; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 310:6). 


Barrel of untithed wine - bavbw man: It is permitted 
to place a vessel beneath a barrel of untithed produce 
that broke on Shabbat in order to preserve its contents 
because although tithing untithed produce on Shabbat 


is prohibited ab initio, it is effective after the fact (Ram- 


bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:25). 


NOTES 
Barrel of untithed wine - bap by man: There is no 
Torah prohibition against separating tithes on Shabbat 
because it entails no prohibited labor. However, the 


Sages prohibited tithing because by doing so, one ren- 


ders the untithed produce edible, which is somewhat 
comparable to repairing or completing a vessel, an act 
prohibited on Shabbat. 

The permission to move untithed produce when 


necessary is not based upon the assumption that with- 


out that permission a person will violate the law and 


separate the tithes. If that were the case, that assump- 


tion would apply to all set-aside objects, and would 
undermine the very basis of the prohibition of set-aside 
(Tosafot). Rather, since by Torah law, separating teruma 


and tithes from untithed produce on Shabbat is per- 


mitted, the prohibition of set-aside is not applied as 
stringently (Rashba). 
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Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s opinion from a baraita: And is it 
so that in an uncommon case of preservation they did not permit 
taking steps to protect the object on Shabbat? Wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita: One whose barrel of untithed produce [tevel], which may not 
be eaten until it is tithed, broke on top of his roof on Shabbat, may 
bring a vessel and place it beneath the barrel so that the untithed 
produce is not lost. Even though eating untithed produce is prohibited 
on Shabbat, they permitted carrying a vessel to preserve it even in the 
uncommon case of a barrel that breaks. Apparently, even in an uncom- 
mon case of preservation the Sages permit taking the necessary steps. 
Rabba answered: This too, is a common case of preservation because it 
is an instance of new barrels [gulfei],1 which commonly break. 


Abaye raised another objection to Rabba’s opinion from the last mishna 
in this chapter: One may place a vessel beneath the oil lamp in order 
to receive burning sparks of oil that drip from the burning wick even 
though this is not common. Rabba answered: Sparks are also common 
and therefore, it is a common case of preservation. 


Abaye raised another objection to Rabba’s opinion from a baraita: One 
may overturn a bowl on the oil lamp so that the flame will not set fire 
to the beam. Apparently, the Sages permitted moving a vessel, even 
though this is not a common case of preservation. Rabba answered him: 
This is a case of low-ceilinged houses in which fires are common. 


And it is likewise difficult from a mishna: The beam ofa roof that broke, 
one may support it with a bench and with the lengths ofa bed frame 

so that it will not fall. Even though this is an uncommon case of preser- 
vation, it is permitted. Rabba answered: This is a case of new beams, 
which commonly break. This too is a common case of preservation. 


And Abaye raised another objection from a mishna: One may place a 
vessel beneath a leak in the ceiling on Shabbat. Apparently, even an 
uncommon case of preservation is permitted. Rabba answered: This is 
a case of new houses, which frequently leak. 


Rav Yosef said: This is the reasoning of Rav Hisda, who allowed cov- 
ering a hen’s egg, but not placing a vessel underneath the hen, in order 
to receive the egg when it is laid: Because by receiving the egg in the 
vessel, he negates a vessel’s preparedness." Initially, the vessel was 
available for any use. Since it now contains an egg that may neither be 
used nor moved, the vessel too may no longer be carried. It is tanta- 
mount to breaking the vessel. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Hisda’s opinion, just as he had to 
Rabba’s opinion, from the Tosefta: One whose barrel of untithed 
produce,"’ which may not be eaten until it is tithed, broke on Shabbat, 
may bring another vessel and place it beneath the barrel so that the 
untithed produce is not lost. Even though eating untithed produce is 
prohibited on Shabbat, they permitted carrying a vessel to preserve it 
even in the uncommon case of a barrel that breaks. Apparently, one is 
permitted to negate the vessel’s preparedness. Rav Yosef said to him: 
This is not difficult. Fundamentally, untithed produce is available for 
use on Shabbat. As, if one sins and prepares it for use by tithing it on 
Shabbat, it is prepared and may be eaten and carried. 


Abaye raised another objection from a mishna: One may place a vessel 
underneath the oil lamp in order to receive the burning sparks of oil 
that drip from the wick. Once the vessel is filled with the drops of oil, it 
will no longer be available. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: 
Sparks have no substance. They burn and dissolve as they fall into the 
bowl and do not accumulate. Therefore, the vessel may still be used. 
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And he also raised another objection from a mishna: A beam that 
broke," one may support it with a bench and with the lengths 
of a bed frame so that it will not fall. By doing so, he negates the 
preparedness of the bench or bed frame. He answered: This is a 
case in which the bench is loosely supporting the beam and not 
supporting its entire weight. If one wants to do so, he can take 
the bench. Therefore, the preparedness ofthe bench is not negated. 


And he also raised another objection from a mishna: One may 
place a vessel beneath a leak" that is dripping from the ceiling on 
Shabbat. The dripping water has no use and is set-aside; therefore, 
the water negates the vessel’s preparedness. He answered him: 
This is a case of a leak that is suitable for drinking. Since it has a 
use, one is permitted to carry the water that is in the vessel. Con- 
sequently, he does not negate the vessel’s preparedness by placing 
it beneath the leak. 


And he also raised another objection from a Tosefta: One may 
overturn a basket in front of chicks" so that they can climb on 
and climb off of it. By doing so, he negates the vessel’s prepared- 
ness due to the chicks, as moving them is prohibited on Shabbat. 
The Gemara answers: Rav Yosef holds that it is permitted to 
move the basket on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Wasn't it taught 
in a baraita that it is prohibited to move the basket? The Gemara 
replies: This prohibition was stated when they are still on it; 
however, once the chicks climbed off the basket, it may be carried 
immediately. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that 
even though they are no longer on it, it is prohibited to move 
the basket? Consequently, the vessel’s preparedness is negated. 
Rabbi Abbahu said: That baraita is referring to the unique case 
where the chicks remained on top of the basket for the entire 
twilight period on Shabbat eve. This is in accordance with the 
principle: Since it was set aside from use during twilight of Shab- 
bat eve, it was set aside for the entire day of Shabbat. The status 
of every vessel, i.e., whether or not it may be used on Shabbat, is 
determined at twilight. 


With regard to the basic halakha of a hen that lays an egg on Shab- 
bat, Rabbi Yitzhak said: Just as one may not place a vessel 
beneath a hen on Shabbat in order to receive its egg, so too, one 
may not overturn a vessel onto the egg so that it will not break. 
The Gemara explains that he holds: A vessel may only be carried 
on Shabbat for the sake of an object that may be carried on Shab- 
bat. Since the egg may not be carried on Shabbat, it is prohibited 
to carry a vessel for its sake. The Gemara raises all of these objec- 
tions that were raised to Rav Hisda’s opinion, which permitted 
doing so. And he answered: All of those halakhot are referring to 
cases where one needs to move the vessel that he is using for the 
set-aside item, because he requires its location. This is in accor- 
dance with the principle that once it is permitted, for whatever 
reason, to move any vessel, one may place it anywhere he chooses. 


To clarify whether or not the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak is valid, 
come and hear what was taught in a baraita: With regard to both 
an egg that was laid on Shabbat and an egg that was laid on a 
Festival, one may neither move it to cover’ a vessel with it, nor 
to support the legs of a bed’ with it. However, one may cover it 
with a vessel so that it does not break. This is contrary to Rabbi 
Yitzhak’s opinion. Here too, it is referring to a vessel that one 
seeks to move because he requires its location. Since he was 
permitted to move it from its place, he is also permitted to cover 
an egg with it. 


Come and hear an additional proof from that which we learned: 
One may spread mats on top of stones on Shabbat. Apparently, 
it is permissible to move a vessel for the sake of something that 
may not be moved on Shabbat. The Gemara responds: This is a 
case of rounded rocks that are suitable to be used in the bath- 
room. Therefore, it is permitted to carry them on Shabbat. 
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HALAKHA 

A beam that broke — mawaw mip: It is permitted to sup- 
port a ceiling beam that broke on Shabbat with the long 
side of a bed frame, provided that it is loosely supported 
and that the beam is not thereby raised, but is merely 
prevented from falling any further. This does not negate 
the bed frame's preparedness. Raising the beam, is pro- 
hibited as it constitutes the prohibited labor of building 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:25; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 313:7). 


A vessel underneath a leak - ain nnn 13: It is permit- 
ted to place a vessel beneath a leak on Shabbat, spe- 
cifically when the water is at least minimally suitable for 
use, for example, for bathing. If it is unsuitable for use, it 
is prohibited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
25:24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 338:8, 521:3). 


One may overturn a basket in front of chicks — ny p93 
POONA» 5 bon: One may overturn a basket in front on 
chicks so that they may climb into it. Moving the basket 
while they are inside it is prohibited. If the chicks were 
atop the basket during twilight when Shabbat began, it is 
prohibited to move it, because an object that is set aside 
at twilight remains set aside for the entire Shabbat (Magen 
Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:25; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:39). 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yitzhak said — pn% a7 vate: Many commentar- 
ies agree that Rabbi Yitzhak also holds that negating a 
vessel's preparedness is prohibited. However, he adds an 
additional prohibition: A person may not move a vessel 
for the sake of some other object that may not be moved 
on Shabbat (Rabbeinu Yona; Rashba; Ritva). 


Both an egg...one may neither move it to cover, 
the nee cite the halakha sree egg to ellen Rabbi 
Yitzhak’s opinion? He already rebuffed similar challenges 
by saying that it is referring to a case where the person 
requires the object's location; there is no point in raising 
it again. Based on the style of the baraita concerning the 
egg, one may overturn a vessel onto an egg for the sake 
of the egg, which emphasizes the challenge to Rabbi 
Yitzhak (Rashba). 

Other commentaries explain that the case here is com- 
pletely different. It is referring to a case where the person 
seeks to sit in the place where the egg is located. Since 
one cannot sit on the egg itself, he brings a vessel to pro- 
tect the egg and sits upon the vessel (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


BACKGROUND 


An egg and the legs of a bed - mat 1973) %3: How is 
it possible to support the leg of a bed with an egg? A va- 
riety of answers were suggested. According to Rashi, one 
places the egg underneath the leg of the bed when the 
egg is standing vertically. An egg or any similarly shaped 
object is very strong and difficult to break in that position. 
Other commentaries explain that in talmudic times the 
legs of the beds were positioned atop small, overturned, 
cup-like vessels. The egg was placed inside the overturned 
cup. In that way, it was positioned beneath the legs of the 
bed. However, the Meiri explains that mitta in this context 
refers to a bowl-like vessel, placed on the table, that could 
be supported by an egg. 

Other authorities explain that it is indeed referring to 
an actual bed. The egg was not used to support the bed. 
Rather, the egg was placed alongside the leg of the bed 
as a talisman for fertility. 
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HALAKHA 
One may spread a mat over a beehive - ppvia 
Diay nma aa by noya: Covering a beehive with 
a mat to protect it from the sun or rain is permitted, 
provided that one does not intend to trap the bees 
inside the hive. In addition, one is required to leave 
a small opening so that the bees will not be trapped 


inside with no means of escape. In that case, trap- 


ping the bees would be an inevitable consequence 


of his action and placing the mat would be prohib- 


ited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:25; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:4). 


Perek III 
Daf 43 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 
Honeycombs in a beehive - nm23 mibniin general, 
bees do not leave their hives during the rainy season, 
due to the rain and the lack of blossoming plants. 
Consequently, honeycombs are removed before the 


rainy season, at the end of the month of Tishrei. How- 


ever, the bees require a few honeycombs to sustain 


themselves through the winter. The number of hon- 


eycombs necessary varies depending on the size of 
the beehive. During the talmudic period, beehives 
were very small and typically, two honeycombs were 
sufficient to feed the bees during the rainy season. 
In springtime, during the month of Nisan, the bees 
emerge to collect pollen from flowers and then there 
is honey in the beehives again. 


NOTES 


Let him distinguish and teach with regard to that 
same halakha itself - mp3 andy sab: The mishna 
and even the baraita are assumed to be as succinct 
and precise as possible in their formulation. Therefore, 
whenever the possibility of making a more subtle 
distinction between cases that are more similar arises, 
the question is, why did the mishna or baraita prefer 
amore obvious distinction between clearly disparate 
cases, when the more subtle distinction could have 
taught a novel lesson of greater value? 
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Come and hear another proof from that which we learned: One may 
spread mats on top of bricks on Shabbat. Bricks may not be used on 
Shabbat. Nevertheless, one is permitted to carry mats for the sake of 
bricks that are prohibited for use on Shabbat. The Gemara replies: This 
is referring to a case of bricks that are not set aside for construction, but 
are left over from a completed building and are suitable for people to 
lean on them. Consequently, they are like other household vessels, and 
moving them and moving mats to protect them is permitted. 


Come and hear another proof for this from that which we learned: One 
may spread a mat over a beehive" on Shabbat in the sun due to the 
need to protect it from the sun, and in the rain due to the need to 
protect it from the rain, as long as he does not intend to trap the bees 
by covering them. In any event, apparently it is permitted to move a mat 
for the sake of the beehive even though the beehive itself may not be 
moved on Shabbat. The Gemara rejects this: With what are we dealing 
here? With a case where there is honey in the beehive. He is permitted 
to cover it for the sake of the honey. Rav Ukva from Meishan said to 
Rav Ashi: Granted, you could say this in the summer, 


as there is honey in the beehive during the summer. However, during 
the rainy season in which there is not honey in the beehive, what can 
be said according to Rabbi Yitzhak to explain why it is permitted to 
cover the beehive at that time? The Gemara answers: This halakha is 
only applicable in order to permit covering the beehive for those two 
honeycombs° that remain in the hive even during the rainy season so 
that the bees can feed off of them. The Gemara asks: Aren’t these hon- 
eycombs set aside for the bees alone? The Gemara responds: This is a 
case where one thought of them before Shabbat and, in his mind, 
prepared them to be eaten. The Gemara asks: By inference, if one did 
not think about them, what would be the ruling? It would be prohib- 
ited to cover the beehive. 


If so, this tanna who taught in that same baraita: As long as he does 

not intend to trap the bees, let him distinguish and teach with regard 

to that same halakha itself:" In what case are these matters stated, that 
one is permitted to cover the hive? It is in a case where he thought of 
them before Shabbat. However, if he did not think of them, it is pro- 
hibited. The Gemara answers: This teaches us a novel understanding. 
Even though he thought of them before Shabbat, it is only permitted 

as long as he did not intend to trap them. 


With regard to the matter itself, the Gemara asks: In accordance with 

whose opinion is this baraita? If it is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, he does not hold that there is a prohibition of set-aside. 
Consequently, there is no distinction between the different beehives. If 
it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, when he does 

not have intention to trap the bees, what of it? Doesn’t Rabbi Yehuda 

hold that even an unintentional act is prohibited? The Gemara replies: 
Actually, this baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda. What does: And as long as one does not intend to trap the bees, 
mean? It means that one should not make the mat like a trap. He must 
leave space so that the bees will not get trapped on their own. 


Rav Ashi said that it can be resolved differently: Did the baraita teach: 
In the summer and in the rainy season? Actually, it taught: In the sun 
due to the sun and in the rain due to the rain. That can be interpreted 
as follows: In the days of Nisan and in the days of Tishrei, as then 
there is sun shining and there is also cold weather; and there is rain 
and there is honey in the beehives. 
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Rav Sheshet said to the Sages: Go out and tell Rabbi Yitzhak in 
Eretz Yisrael: Rav Huna already explained your halakha" in Ba- 
bylonia. There is nothing novel in the principle that you established 
that a vessel may only be moved for the sake of something that may 
be moved, as Rav Huna said: One may make a partition for the 
dead for the benefit of a living person, and one may not make a 
partition for the dead for the benefit of the dead person. It is 
prohibited to move objects for the sake of a corpse because it is 
prohibited to move the corpse itself on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical application of this halakha? 
As Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said, and likewise the Sage, Sheila 
Mari taught in a baraita: A corpse that is laid out in the sun" and 
there is concern that it will putrefy and smell, what can be done? 
Two people come and sit beside it. After a while, when they feel 
hot from beneath them, this one brings a bed and sits on it and 
that one brings a bed and sits on it on either side of the corpse, as 
they are permitted to carry the beds for their own use. When they 
feel hot from above them, they bring a mat and spread it over their 
heads. Then, this one stands his bed up so the mat will remain 
resting atop it and slips away and leaves, and that one stands his 
bed up and slips away and leaves, and a partition is then created 
over the corpse as if on its own without erecting it directly for the 
sake of the corpse. Apparently, the Sages did not permit carrying a 
mat to cover a corpse for the sake of the corpse. They only permitted 
doing so in an indirect manner for the benefit of the living. 


Incidental to the mention of halakhot related to a corpse on Shabbat, 
the Gemara cites an amoraic dispute in which it was stated: A 
corpse that was laid out in the sun, Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel 
said: One turns it over from bed to bed until it reaches the shade. 
Rav Hanina bar Shelamiyya said in the name of Rav: One places 
a loaf of bread or an infant on the corpse and moves it. The corpse 
becomes a base for an object that one is permitted to move on Shab- 
bat and, consequently, one may move the corpse due to the permit- 
ted object. The Gemara adds: In a case where there is a loaf or an 
infant, everyone agrees that it is permitted to use that method to 
move the corpse. Where they argue is in a case where he does not 
have a loaf or an infant. One Sage, Rav, holds: Moving an object in 
an atypical manner’ is considered a bona fide act of moving. 
Therefore, one may not move the corpse by passing it from bed to 
bed. And the other Sage, Shmuel, holds that moving an object in 
an atypical manner is not considered moving. Therefore, it is 
permitted to move a corpse by passing it from bed to bed. 


With regard to this dispute between Rav and Shmuel, the Gemara 

remarks: Let us say that this dispute is parallel to a dispute between 

tanna’im in the Tosefta. The Rabbis said: One may not rescue a 
corpse from a fire on Shabbat." Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish said: I 
heard that one may rescue a corpse froma fire. The Gemara seeks 

to clarify the matter: What are the circumstances? If there is a loaf 
or an infant available, what is the rationale for the opinion of the 

first tanna, who prohibited rescuing the corpse from the fire? If 
there is not a loaf or an infant, what is the reason of Rabbi Yehuda 

ben Lakish who permits rescuing the corpse from the fire? Rather, 
is it not that they disagree over moving an object in an atypical 

manner? As this Sage, the first tanna, holds that moving an object 
in an atypical manner is considered moving. Therefore, it is pro- 
hibited to rescue the corpse in that manner. And this Sage, Rabbi 

Yehuda ben Lakish, holds that moving an object in an atypical 

manner is not considered moving. Therefore, it is permitted to 

rescue the corpse in this manner. The amoraic dispute deals with an 

issue already disputed by the tanna’im. The Gemara rejects this: No, 
everyone, both tanna’im, agrees that moving an object in an atyp- 
ical manner is considered moving. Rather, this is the rationale 

for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish: Since a person is 

agitated about his deceased relative and is concerned about 

maintaining the dignity of the dead, 


NOTES 


Rav Huna already explained your halakha - x17 21 KasA 
payaw): For reasons related to a possible contradiction 
between Rav Huna’s statement here and his statements 
elsewhere, some commentaries explain that Rav Sheshet 
meant to say that Rav Huna agrees with only part of Rav 
Yitzhak’s ruling. Other commentaries explain that the phrase: 
Go out and tell Rav Yitzhak, means that although there was 
a Sage in Babylonia who agreed, the halakha is still not in 
accordance with his ruling (Meiri). 


Moving an object in an atypical manner - 737 p2 Tiwb: 
From the discussion here it appears that moving an object 
in an atypical manner means moving it in any manner that 
deviates from the norm, not necessarily limited to moving it 
by means of another object, e.g., a bed (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


A corpse that is laid out in the sun - mana baran nn: If 
a corpse was out in the sun on Shabbat and there was no 
place to move it or, for some reason, they did not want to 
move it, two people should sit on either side of the corpse. 
When the ground feels hot, each brings a bed upon which 
o sit. When the sun is hot, each spreads a mat over the bed 
o shield him from the sun. Then, each stands the bed on its 
side and leaves. The two beds and the two mats together 
orm an impromptu structure to protect the corpse from 
he sun (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:6, 26:23; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:6). 


A corpse ina fire — npr opaa ma: When there is a corpse 
in a place that caught fire on Shabbat, one places a loaf of 
bread or an infant on top of the dead body or beside it on 
the bed and moves it out of the house. If there is no loaf 
of bread or infant available, but there are two beds, then 
one moves the corpse from one bed to the other until it is 
outside the house. If those options are unavailable, one may 
lift the corpse and carry it outside (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 317:1). 
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The opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon — 
jyaw aa qb 937 nw: In several places in the Tal- 


transgress rabbinic prohibitions to preserve 


human dignity. In general, the Sages did not apply their 


situations which conflict with human dignity. 


mud, apparently, Rabbi Shimon himself agrees to a 
significant number of the halakhot of set-aside with 


regard to objects whose use is prohibited on Shabbat. 


On the other hand, his son, Rabbi Eliezer, adopts his 
father’s fundamental ruling without exception both in 
terms of rejecting the halakhic category of set-aside 
altogether, as well as in terms of the need for intent 
in violating the prohibited labor of extinguishing. The 


connection between these ideas is: Since Rabbi Eliezer, 


son of Rab 


bi Shimon, permits making use of oil from an 


oil lamp, all the more so does he permit moving the oil 
lamp, even while it is burning (Penei Yehoshua). 
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The remaining oil that is in the lamp - "aw pwn anin: 
Itis prohibited to use the oil remaining in an oil lamp on Shabbat 
because it was set aside from use when Shabbat began (Magen 
Avraham according to the Ran; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:12, 2614; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 27911, 265:3). 


All oil lamps may be moved on Shabbat except for an oil 


if you do not permit him to move the corpse in an atypical manner, 
he will come to extinguish" the fire. The Sages permitted performing 
an act prohibited by rabbinic law so that one will not come to trans- 
gress a Torah prohibition. Rabbi Yehuda ben Sheila said that Rav 
Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish with regard to the issue of 
rescuing a corpse from a fire. 


We learned in the mishna that one may not make use of the oil that 
drips from the candle on Shabbat because it is not among the oil 
prepared from Shabbat eve for use on Shabbat. With regard to this 
same issue, the Sages taught in a baraita: The remaining oil that is 
in the lamp" or in a bowl in which a wick was burning is prohibited 
for use on Shabbat. However, Rabbi Shimon permits using the re- 
maining oil as, according to his opinion, there is virtually nothing 
prohibited due to the prohibition of set-aside. 


MI S H N A The dispute in this mishna seems to be a local 


one; however, it is the key to several halakhot 
in the area of the prohibition of set-aside [muktze]. One may move 
a new oil lamp on Shabbat but not an old one that was already used. 
A lamp that was used is covered with soot and unsuitable for use. It is 
therefore considered set aside from use due to its disgusting nature. 
Rabbi Shimon says: All oil lamps may be moved on Shabbat except 
for an oil lamp that is burning on Shabbat, due to the concern that 
it might be extinguished. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught the dispute in the mishna 


in greater detail in a Tosefta: One may move 
a new oil lamp on Shabbat but not an old one; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Meir says: All oil lamps may be moved on 
Shabbat except for an oil lamp that they kindled on that Shabbat." 
Rabbi Meir does not hold that one must distance himself from objects 
that are disgusting. However, since the lamp was burning on Shabbat, 
it may not be moved, as it is an object set aside due to prohibition for 
the entire Shabbat. Rabbi Shimon says: All lamps may be moved 
except for an oil lamp that is burning on Shabbat. If the flame was 
extinguished, one is permitted to move it. However, a cup and a 
bowl and a lantern that are full of oil with a wick lit in them, one may 
not move them from their place even after the flame is extinguished. 
And Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: One may supply 
himself with oil from an extinguished candle and from the oil that 
drips from the lamp, and even while the lamp is burning. 


Abaye said: Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of his father in one matter and disagrees 
with him in one matter. He holds in accordance with the opinion of 
his father in one matter, as he is not of the opinion that moving set- 
aside objects is prohibited. And he disagrees with him in one matter; 
as his father holds that if the flame was extinguished, yes, he may 
move it, if it was not extinguished, no, he may not move it. And 
Rabbi Eliezer holds: Even though the flame was not extinguished, 
it is permitted to carry the lamp and to use the oil that drips from it. 
In his opinion, doing so in no way extinguishes the flame and it is in 
no way comparable to extinguishing the flame. 


HALAKHA 

nawa ia ok 3373: It is prohibited to move an ‘oil hike thee 
was burning on Shabbat, even after it is no longer burning and 
no oil remains, because it was set aside while burning at twilight 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 279:1). 
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Following Rabbi Shimon’s statement, it was taught in the Tosefta: 
However, a cup, and a bowl, and a lantern, one may not move 
them from their place. The Gemara asks: What is different about 
these, that even Rabbi Shimon prohibits moving them? Ulla said: 
In the latter clause of this Tosefta, we came back to® explain the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who prohibits moving items that are 
set-aside. 


Mar Zutra strongly objects to Ulla’s explanation: If so, what is 
the meaning of the word however in the phrase: However, a cup 
and a bowl, etc.? Rabbi Yehuda prohibited moving an oil lamp as 
well. In what way could the legal status of a bowl be any different? 
Rather, Mar Zutra said: Actually, this must be explained differ- 
ently. That phrase was stated by Rabbi Shimon. And when Rab- 
bi Shimon permitted moving a lamp, that was in the case of a 
small lamp, which he has in mind, i.e., he is certain that the flame 
will be extinguished on Shabbat and that he will have the oppor- 
tunity to use the remaining oil that day. However, these, the bowl 
and the lantern, which have much oil, no, he does not expect 
them to be extinguished and he sets them aside from use for the 
entire Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Using the remain- 
ing oil that is in an oil lamp or in a bowl is prohibited on Shab- 
bat, and Rabbi Shimon permits using it. Apparently, Rabbi Shi- 
mon does not distinguish between a candle and a bowl. The 
Gemara answers: There, where Rabbi Shimon permitted a bowl, 
was specifically in a case where it is similar to a lamp, i.e., a small 
bowl in which the flame will quickly extinguish. Here, where 
Rabbi Shimon prohibited using the oil remaining in a bowl, it is 
referring to a bowl that is similar to a cup, which is large. 


Rabbi Zeira said: A metal candlestick [pamot]' that was kindled 
on Shabbat," according to Rabbi Shimon, who permits moving 
alamp, it is prohibited because it is large. Whereas, according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, who prohibits moving a lamp, a metal candlestick 
is permitted because it does not become disgusting (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rabbi Yehuda is 
of the opinion that an object that is set-aside [muktze] due to 
repugnance may not be moved, and he is not of the opinion that 
an object that is set-aside due to prohibition may not be moved, 
and therefore permits moving the candlestick? Wasn’t it taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: All metal candlesticks may 
be moved on Shabbat with the exception of a candlestick that 
was kindled on Shabbat itself? Apparently, he prohibits moving 
the metal candlestick, not because it is disgusting but because it 
is set-aside due to prohibition. Rather, if it was stated, it was 
stated as follows, Rabbi Zeira said: A metal candlestick that was 
kindled on Shabbat, everyone agrees that it is prohibited. One 
that was not kindled on Shabbat, everyone agrees that it is per- 
mitted because it is neither set aside due to prohibition nor set 
aside due to repugnance. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: A bed which one designated to 

place money upon it may not be moved on Shabbat because it is 

set-aside. It is prohibited even though it no longer has money 

upon it. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak raised an objection to Rav 
Yehuda from our mishna: One may move a new oil lamp on Shab- 
bat but not an old one. 


A candlestick that was lit on Shabbat - ia wine bing 
nawa: The commentaries explain that since a candlestick is 
made of metal and more valuable than a standard earthenware 
oil lamp, one might assume that it has a fixed location and 
people are very careful with it. Nevertheless, even those who 


NOTES 


rule leniently with regard to the halakhot of set-aside, accept 
that a valuable object, which is set aside due to monetary loss, 
i.e., concern that the object may be ruined, is set aside from 
use. Therefore, it was necessary to emphasize the laws of a 
candlestick (Ran). 


BACKGROUND 

In the latter clause of this Tosefta, we came back to - xap 
ISO: This expression is utilized to explain that the mishna 
or baraita contains more than one opinion. Consequently, 
the concluding section presents a different opinion that 
may or may not have been mentioned previously. In general, 
this explanation is only employed in situations where there 
is no alternative. It is far preferable to explain a mishna in 
its entirety in accordance with the opinion of a single Sage, 
even if the explanation leaves something to be desired. 


LANGUAGE 
Candlestick [pamot] - vina: The origin of this word is un- 
clear. There are those who believe that it is a corruption of 
the Greek @wttopdc, photismos, meaning illumination or 
light. An alternative opinion is that the word is from the Latin 
pavimentum, which means base, since a pamot is indeed 
the base for a candle. 
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HALAKHA 

Money on the bed - Aen by niyn: It is prohibited to 
move a bed that has money on it on Shabbat, or even 
one that no longer has money on it but had money on it 
when Shabbat began. The prohibition is applicable even 
if someone wants to use the bed or requires the area 
where the bed is located (Rema), as per Rav’s opinion. 
However, if there is no money on the bed, and there was 
none when Shabbat began, even though it is designated 
and utilized for placing money on during the week, it is 
permitted to move the bed, which is like any other vessel 
whose use is prohibited on Shabbat, because Rabbi Shi- 
mon holds that the halakha of set-aside does not apply in 
this case (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 310:7, and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


LANGUAGE 
Undercarriage [mukheni] — *33¥2: The origin is from the 
Greek word ungavý, mekhane, which means a machine 
or a hoist-like vessel used for lifting. 


BACKGROUND 
A wagon and undercarriage — 2323) aay: The wagon 
is the compartment in which objects are kept, while the 
undercarriage is the wheel system, the axles and gears 
that support the wagon. 


Wagon obtained from the Pompeii ruins 
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He explains his objection: And just as a lamp, which is made for this 
purpose, for lighting, when he did not light it, he is permitted to move 
it, a bed, which is not made for that purpose, for placing money on it, 
all the more so moving it would be permitted. Rather, if it was stated, it 
was stated as follows: Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: A bed that one 
designated for money" to be placed upon it, if one left money upon it 
one day, it becomes designated for that purpose and it is prohibited to 
move it on Shabbat. If one did not leave money upon it, it is permitted 
to move it on Shabbat. A bed, which one did not designate for money 
to be placed upon it, if there is money upon it on Shabbat itself, it is 
prohibited to move it on Shabbat. If there is not money on it, it is per- 
mitted to move it. And that is only when there was not money on it 
during the twilight period between Shabbat eve and Shabbat. If there 
was money on it at that time, the bed itself becomes set aside due to 
prohibition for the entire Shabbat, even if the money fell off the bed in 
the course of the day." 


Ulla said: Rabbi Eliezer raised an objection to Rav’s statement from that 

which we learned in a mishna. This mishna deals primarily with the laws 

of ritual impurity and discusses the relationship between a wagon and its 

undercarriage [mukheni]," the system of wheels and the frame at the base 

of the wagon. And the Sages said: The wagon’s undercarriage, when it is 

detachable from the wagon, it is not considered connected to it and they 
are considered independent units as far as the halakhot of ritual impurity 
are concerned. And it is not measured with it. This refers to calculating 

the volume of forty sea, as a vessel with a volume larger than forty sea 

does not have the legal status of a vessel and cannot become ritually im- 
pure. And the undercarriage likewise does not protect together with the 

wagon in a tent over the corpse." A large wagon is considered a tent in 

and of itselfand the vessels inside the wagon do not become impure if the 

wagon is over a corpse. However, the undercarriage is not included with 

the wagon in this regard. If a hole in the wagon is sealed by the undercar- 
riage, itis not considered sealed with regard to preventing ritual impurity. 
And, likewise, one may not pull the wagon on Shabbat when there is 

money upon it. 


By inference: If there is not money on it, one is permitted to move the 
wagon even though there was money on it at twilight. In this mishna, 
the prohibition is contingent exclusively on whether or not there is mon- 
ey on the wagon at that time. The Gemara answers: That mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon," who is not of the opin- 
ion that there is a prohibition of set-aside. And Rav holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Since according to Rabbi Yehuda 
there is a prohibition of set-aside, the wagon became set aside from use 
during the twilight period and remains prohibited for the entire Shabbat. 


NOTES 


A bed that one designated for money — niyad AID Tn: 
There are several areas of halakha where significance is accorded 
to an act of designation for a specific purpose. By means of that 
designation, the object assumes the legal status as if it had always 
been utilized for that purpose. However, in other areas of halakha, 
there is a dispute whether or not designation alone is sufficient 
to accord that status to an object. 


And the undercarriage likewise does not protect together 
with the wagon in a tent over the corpse -byxa may nbya px 
tat: Preventing objects from becoming ritually impure in a tent 
over a corpse can be accomplished in any number of ways. In 
this context, the discussion is with regard to an object covering 
a corpse like a tent. The object itself remains ritually pure and 
the objects above that object also remain ritually pure. Objects 
beneath it become impure. With regard to a ceramic vessel in a 
tent over a corpse there is a similar halakha. If it is sealed, it pro- 
tects its contents from ritual impurity (Numbers 19:15). According 
to Tosafot, a large wooden vessel, which cannot become ritually 


impure because it has a capacity of more than forty se'a and 
does not, therefore, have the legal status of a vessel, preserves 
the ritual purity of items inside it when it is closed on all sides. In 
the case at hand, if we understand the undercarriage to be the 
entire bottom part of the wagon and not just the wheels alone, 
as Rashi explains, then when there is an opening in the bottom 
of the wagon that is sealed by the undercarriage, the wagon is 
not considered sealed and does not protect its contents from 
ritual impurity in the case of a tent over a corpse. 


That mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon — 7 iyaw a1 NT: At first, the Gemara held that this 
mishna was in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
because it mentions a halakha that has an element of set-aside, 
as Rabbi Yehuda holds the prohibition of set-aside. Only after 
analysis does the Gemara suggest that even Rabbi Shimon agrees 
that money, which is neither fit for any use on Shabbat nor is it 
a vessel, is completely prohibited because it is set-aside (Penei 
Yehoshua). 
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The Gemara adds: So too, it is reasonable to say that Rav holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda," as Rav said: One may place a 
lamp atop a palm tree" on Shabbat eve to burn on Shabbat," and one may 
not place a lamp atop a palm tree on a Festival. Granted, if you say that 
Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in this matter; 
that is why there is a distinction between Shabbat and a Festival. Since 
the lamp is set-aside [muktze] on Shabbat one will not come to carry it. 
Since one is permitted to carry a lamp on a Festival, there is concern that 
one might climb the palm tree or make use of the tree on the Festival and 
thereby transgress the rabbinic prohibition against making use of something 
connected to the ground on a Festival. However, if you say that Rav holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that the 
lamp is not set-aside even on Shabbat, what difference is there to me be- 
tween Shabbat and a Festival? Ostensibly, there should be no distinction 
between the two. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rav really hold in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda thatit is prohibited to move an object that is set-aside? 

Didn't they raise a dilemma before Rav: What is the ruling with regard to 

moving a Hanukkah candle from before the habarei, Persian Zoroastrian 

fire priests, on Shabbat? Those priests prohibited lighting fires on certain 

days. In order to prevent them from discovering that he lit Hanukkah can- 
dles it was necessary to quickly move them. And he said to them: One may 
well do so. Apparently, Rav does not hold that there is a prohibition of 
set-aside. The Gemara answers: This is not a proof, as exigent circum- 
stances are different and Rav permitted this due to the danger involved. As 

Rav Kahana and Rav Ashi said to Rav on this matter: Is that the halakha? 

He said to them: Rabbi Shimon is worthy to rely upon in exigent circum- 
stances like this one. 


On this same matter Reish Lakish raised a dilemma before Rabbi 
Yohanan: Wheat kernels that he sowed in the ground that have not yet 
taken root and he could still gather them, and eggs that were placed be- 
neath the hen and the incubation process has begun, what is the halakha 
in these cases? Would Rabbi Shimon agree that in these cases it is prohib- 
ited for use on Shabbat? One side of the dilemma is: When is Rabbi Shi- 
mon not of the opinion that there is a prohibition of set-aside? In a case 
where one did not reject the object with his own hands," i.e., he did not 
perform an action setting the object aside. However, in a case where he 
rejected it with his own hands," he is of the opinion that there is a prohibi- 
tion of set-aside. When he sowed the wheat, he rejected it with his own 
hands. The same is true with regard to the egg; by placing it under the hen 
to hatch, he actively rejected it. The other side of the dilemma is: Or, per- 
haps there is no difference between the cases and Rabbi Shimon holds 
that there is no prohibition of set-aside in either case. Rabbi Yohanan said 
to him: There is only a prohibition of set-aside, according to Rabbi Shi- 
mon, in the case of oil that is in the lamp while it is burning. Since it was 
set aside for its mitzva, the lighting of Shabbat candles, and it was also set 
aside for its prohibition," it is prohibited due to the concern that one might 
inadvertently extinguish the flame if he moves it while it is burning. 


The Gemara asks: And does he not hold that the prohibition of set-aside 
applies to an object set aside only for its mitzva without any prohibition? 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita: One who roofed the sukka in accordance 
with its halakhic requirements and decorated it for aesthetic purposes 
with colored hangings and tapestries, and hung as decorations nuts, 
peaches, almonds and pomegranates, and grape branches, and wreaths 
made of stalks, wine, oils, and fine flour, itis prohibited to supply himself 
from them until the conclusion of the last day of the Festival. Since they 
were all set aside for the mitzva of sukka, all other uses are prohibited. And 
if one stipulated at the time that he hung them in the sukka that he is not 
designating them exclusively for this purpose, but he intends to use them 
for other purposes as well, their use is entirely in accordance with his 
stipulation. He is permitted to use them as he chooses. 


NOTES 


So too, it is reasonable to say that Rav holds in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - 722377 
mb XTD TTT I ATT KAND: This proof seems 
superfluous. Not only! isit clear in other places that this is 
Rav's opinion, but the matter that opened the discussion, 
i.e., the case of moving a wagon with set-aside items on 
it, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
One proposed explanation is: Since the case of the wag- 
on is not absolutely clear, as it can also be explained in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, there is 
no proof that Rav agrees with Rabbi Yehuda (Rashba). 


Using a tree on Shabbat - nawa yxa wryw: The 
Sages decreed that one may not Climb a tree on Shabbat 
and on a Festival. Indeed, one may not even use a tree 
in any manner similar to climbing it. The rationale for 
this decree is the concern that one might unwittingly 
cut branches or pick fruit while climbing and thereby 
violate a Torah prohibition. 


When is Rabbi Shimon not of the opinion that there 
is a prohibition of set-aside? In a case where one did 
not reject the object with his own hands — mb nb >] 
OPS AYN T sbr KDI Yp jyaw b: It is necessary 
to complete this statement: When the Sages said that 
Rabbi Shimon only holds the prohibition of set-aside in 
the case of the oil in an oil lamp, it was with regard to 
an object that is usable but was set aside from use on 
Shabbat. Indeed, in the case of figs and raisins that are 
drying, Rabbi Shimon certainly agrees. 

Essentially, the rejection involved in planting wheat 
is much greater than that of placing oil into a bowl or 
an oil lamp. Rabbi Shimon distinguishes between the 
cases. The oil in the oil lamp is consciously rejected from 
use by the individual due to a Shabbat prohibition. As a 
result, Rabbi Shimon agrees that it is set-aside on Shab- 
bat. However, in the case of wheat, the rejection is not 
tied to a Shabbat prohibition. Therefore, Rabbi Shimon 
holds that its rejection has no significance vis-à-vis the 
halakhot of Shabbat (Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya). 


Since it was set aside for its mitzva it was set aside for 
its prohibition - inog nypon imya nyp Dyin: 
There are commentaries who have a variant reading 
of the conclusion: It was set aside for its mitzva and it 
was set aside for its prohibition. However, they inter- 
pret the conjunction, and, to mean or. That is to say, an 
object that was set aside either for its mitzva or for its 
prohibited use is set aside from use according to Rabbi 
Shimon. Apparently, that is the correct interpretation, 
as Rabbi Shimon certainly agrees in the case of an item 
set aside due to a prohibition. The dispute is limited to 
Rabbi Shimon's opinion with regard to an item that was 
set aside due to its mitzva (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Lamp atop a palm tree — a ‘03 by 52: Placing an oil 
lamp atop a palm tree on Shabbat eve with the intention 
of leaving it there over Shabbat is permitted. However, 
doing so before a Festival is prohibited, as per the opin- 
ion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:17 
and Hilkhot Yom Tov 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
277:4, 514: 6). 


Where he rejected it with his own hands — #77 
opa: An object that was set aside from use by means of 
a specific action, e.g., wheat planted before Shabbat that 
has not yet taken root, is not set-aside and it is permitted 
to move it according to Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 310:2). 
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BACKGROUND 
Dried figs — ni3 : After picking the fig from the 
tree, its stem and tip are cut to allow the liquid to 
drain. The figs are then spread on broad surfaces 
and left there until they are sun-dried. 
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And from where do we know that this unattributed baraita is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? We ascertained this from 

a comparison to a baraita that was taught by Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef. As 

Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef taught before Rabbi Yohanan: One may not 

take wood from the sukka that was constructed for shade on any Fes- 
tival, even if the wood fell from the sukka on the Festival. Because it is 

prohibited to destroy the sukka on the Festival, it was set aside before 

the Festival for the entire duration of the Festival. Rather, one may take 

wood only from what is beside the sukka, i.e., bundles ofwood that are 

not being used for the sukka. When he placed them there, his intention 

was to use them during the Festival. And Rabbi Shimon permits taking 
wood even from the sukka itself, since he holds that there is no prohibi- 
tion of set-aside. And Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon agree that 

taking wood from the sukka constructed for the Sukkot festival is 

prohibited during the Festival. And if one stipulated about the wood 

that he will be able to use it during the Festival, everything is in ac- 
cordance with his stipulation. Apparently, Rabbi Shimon prohibits 

using an object that was set aside due only to a mitzva, even though it 
was not set aside due to a prohibition. Therefore, the Gemara emends 

Rabbi Yohanan’s statement: There is no halakha of set-aside according 
to Rabbi Shimon except in a case similar to oil in the candle. It is not 
necessary that there be both a prohibited labor and a prohibition due 

to the mitzva. Rather, since it was set aside for the mitzva alone, it is 

thereby set aside for the prohibition. It was also stated: Rabbi Hiyya 

bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: There is only a prohibition of 
set-aside according to Rabbi Shimon in a case similar to oil in the 

candle while it is burning; since it was set aside for its mitzva, it was 

set aside for its prohibition. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: There is only a prohibition of set- 
aside according to Rabbi Shimon in the cases of dried figs” and raisins 

alone. The case of one who takes figs and raisins up to his roof in order 
to dry them in the sun is the only situation in which Rabbi Shimon 

holds that they are prohibited on Shabbat due to the prohibition of 
set-aside. Since in the initial stages of the process they emit a bad odor 
and are unfit for consumption, one consciously sets them aside. The 

Gemara challenges: And other items are not included in the prohibi- 
tion of set-aside? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: One who was eating figs 

and left some over and took them up to the roof to make them into 

dried figs, and likewise one who was eating grapes and left some over 
and took them up to the roof to make them into raisins, one may not 

eat them on Shabbat unless he designates them to be eaten before 

Shabbat. Otherwise, they are prohibited as set-aside. And you would 

say the same with regard to peaches, and quinces, and all other types 

of fruit that one left out to dry. It is prohibited to eat them all on Shab- 
bat due to set-aside. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify: Whose opinion is it in the baraita? If you 
say that it is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, this baraita is superfluous. 
If in a case where one did not reject it with his own hands, he holds 
that there is a prohibition of set-aside, in a case where he rejected it by 
his own hand, all the more so that it is prohibited. There is no need to 
articulate the halakha in this unique case. 


Rather, isn’t this baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon? Apparently, he expands the halakhot of set-aside beyond dried 
figs and raisins. The Gemara rejects this: Actually, this halakha is in 
accordance with Rabbi Yehuda who holds that there is a prohibition 
of set-aside. And the case cited here, where he was eating figs, is neces- 
sary in order to teach us a novel halakha. It may enter your mind to 
say that since one was in the course of eating, he does not require 
prior designation; and if he changed his mind he may immediately 
retrieve the dried figs that he placed on the roof. Therefore, the baraita 
teaches us that since he brought them up to the roof, he diverted his 
attention from them and they are completely set-aside. 


On the same topic: Rabbi Shimon bar Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, raised 
a dilemma before his father, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: 
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Unripe dates"? that are placed in baskets to ripen and until they 
are ripe can only be eaten with difficulty, according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, what is their legal status as far as moving them 
on Shabbat is concerned? Are they considered set-aside? Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi said to him: There is only a prohibition of set- 
aside according to Rabbi Shimon" in the cases of dried figs and 
raisins alone. 


The Gemara challenges this: And does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi not 
hold that there is a prohibition of set-aside? Didn’t we learn in a 
mishna that on a Festival, before they are slaughtered, one may 
neither give water to, in order to ease removal of their hides, nor 
slaughter non-domesticated, desert animals," animals that are 
always grazing in the fields? Since people do not generally tend to 
them, they are considered set-aside and may not be used. How- 
ever, one may give water to and slaughter’ domesticated ani- 
mals. And it was taught in a baraita that these are non-domesti- 
cated, desert animals: Any animals that leave their sheds on 
Passover and only enter their sheds with the advent of the rainy 
season. Domesticated animals are any animals that go out to 
graze beyond the city limits, and come and sleep within the city 
limits. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: These and those are both 
domesticated. And these are the non-domesticated, desert ani- 
mals that are prohibited due to the prohibition of set-aside: Any 
animals that graze in the grazing area and neither enter the town 
during the summer nor during the rainy season. It is these ani- 
mals that it is prohibited to give water to or slaughter on a Festival. 
Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that there is a prohibition 
of set-aside even in the case of animals. 


Several resolutions are proposed to this contradiction: If you wish, 
say that these non-domesticated animals that graze in the grazing 
areas throughout the year are also considered like dried figs and 
raisins. Even Rabbi Shimon would agree to this halakha. And if 
you wish, say instead: When Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi told his son 
that answer, he was saying it to him in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, and he himself does not hold that way. 


And if you wish, say instead: In that baraita, he spoke to them in 
accordance with the statement of the Rabbis, and this is how his 
statement must be understood: In my opinion I do not hold that 
there is a prohibition of set-aside at all. However, according to 
your opinion, at least agree with me that animals that leave their 
sheds on Passover and only enter their sheds with the advent of 
the rainy season are domesticated. And the Rabbis said to him: 
No, those are non-domesticated animals. 


As to the essential dispute with regard to the laws of set-aside, 
Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They said that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
who holds that there is no prohibition of set-aside. The Gemara 
asks: Did Rabbi Yohanan actually say this? Didn’t an Elder from 
Keruya, and some say that he was from Seruya, raise a dilemma 
before Rabbi Yohanan: With regard to a hen’s roost," what is its 
legal status as far as moving it on Shabbat is concerned? Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: Isn’t the roost made exclusively for hens to 
be inside it? Since it is not designated for use by people, moving it 
is prohibited. Apparently, he holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to set-aside. The Gemara answers: 
With what are we dealing here? With a special case, when there 
is a dead chick in the roost. Moving the roost is prohibited due to 
the dead chick, which is set-aside. 


NOTES 
Unripe dates - 77am 1pyya: Some explain the differ- 
ence between unripe dates, on the one hand, and 
dried figs and raisins, on the other. Figs and raisins are 
expressly set-aside, while unripe dates are not. They 
are simply not yet edible, but they will become so 
over time. Therefore, because one only set them aside 
temporarily, they are not prohibited (Tosefot Yeshanim). 


One may give water to and slaughter - ppwn 
peniw: Although, apparently, this is referring to giv- 
ing water to the animal before slaughtering it, it is also 
related to another halakha: An animal that may not be 
eaten on a Festival is set-aside. Providing it with food 
or water on a Festival is prohibited. 


A hen's roost - manny map: When Rabbi Yohanan 
was initially asked about a roost, the assumption was 
that the reference was to a roost that has chickens 
in it during the week and is specifically designated 
for them, like a bed designated for money. Therefore, 
moving the hen’s roost is prohibited (Ritva). In Rabbi 
Yohanan's rhetorical question: Isn't the roost made 
exclusively for hens, he essentially includes all of the 
answers in the Gemara, as a dead chick, an egg, or an 
egg with a chick inside it are commonly found in a 
roost (Penei Yehoshua). 


BACKGROUND 

Unripe dates - 77am yyy: Many species of dates 
do not become fully ripe on the tree; they must be 
picked while they are still unripe and allowed to ripen 
afterward in baskets or in storage. There are several 
methods that accelerate the ripening process. As op- 
posed to other species of dates, these dates generally 
do not spoil in the course of the artificial ripening 
process. Rather, their flavor continues to improve in 
the baskets. 


HALAKHA 


Set-aside according to Rabbi Shimon — va ayp 
}iyiaw: Rabbi Shimon only applies the halakha of set- 
aside to the specific case of dried figs and raisins. The 
rationale is twofold: They are set aside from use by 
means of a specific action, and they are not yet suit- 
able for consumption (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 26:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 310:2). 


One may neither give water to nor slaughter non- 
domesticated, desert animals, etc. — ppa px 
"131 Na WaT ny prev: With regard to animals that 
graze beyond the city limits and come back to sleep 
inside the city, even if only on occasion (Mishna Berura), 
if they returned to the city on the Festival, they are 
considered prepared for use, since their owners have 
them in mind, and one is permitted to slaughter them 
on the Festival. However, ifthe animals graze and sleep 
beyond the city limits, they are not considered pre- 
pared for use and it is prohibited to slaughter them on 
a Festival because it never enters their owners’ minds 
that these animals will return to sleep inside the city, as 
per the unattributed mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 497:2, 
498:3). 
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NOTES 

And a candelabrum fell onto Rabbi Asi’s cloak 
and he did not move it - mos by xm ben 
abby x) DN ITT: Although the candelabrum 
was not intentionally placed on Rabbi Asi’s cloak 
and he could have shaken it off, apparently he 
did not do so because he was concerned that he 
might break the candelabrum. He did not want 
to move the candelabrum itself because of the 
prohibition of set-aside (Hokhmat Mano‘ah). 


Because Rabbi Asi was a student of Rabbi 
Yohanan - ma poy 77 mrn DN ATT own: 
Although proof for the statement of one amora is 


not usually cited from the statement of another, 


occasionally the opinion of a Sage is derived from 
the statements or the customs of his preeminent 
disciple. 


In the case of an oil lamp and according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon - yiynw aD Wa: There 
isno proof from here that Rabbi Yohanan holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that 
it is permitted to move an oil lamp. Rather, Rabbi 


Yohanan is stating that among all of the tannaiim, 


the only Sage who permits moving an oil lamp is 


Rabbi Shimon, and even he did not permit mov- 


ing a candelabrum (Ritva). 
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The Gemara continues to ask: This works out well according to the 
opinion of Mar bar Ameimar in the name of Rav, who said: Rabbi 
Shimon agreed in the case of animals that died on Shabbat, that they 
are prohibited on Shabbat due to set-aside. However, according to the 
opinion of Mar, son of Rav Yosef, in the name of Rava, who said: 
Rabbi Shimon was in disagreement even in the case of animals that 
died, and said that they are permitted and are not prohibited as set-aside, 
what can be said? The Gemara responds: With what are we dealing 
here? With a case where there is an egg that was laid on Shabbat in the 
roost. Because it was laid on Shabbat it is considered set-aside, and using 
the egg is prohibited. The thought of using it never entered anyone’s mind 
before Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rav Nahman say: One who is of the opinion 
that there is a prohibition of set-aside, is also of the opinion that there 
is a prohibition of an object that came into being on Shabbat or on a 
Festival; and one who is not of the opinion that there is a prohibition of 
set-aside, is also not of the opinion that there is a prohibition of an object 
that came into being. This case is no different than other cases of set- 
aside. The Gemara responds: This is referring to a case where the roost 
has an egg with a chick in it. Even Rabbi Shimon would agree that mov- 
ing an egg of that sort is prohibited since it is fit for neither human nor 
animal consumption. 


This explanation was cited to explain that Rabbi Yohanan could hold in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. However, when Rav 
Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Yosef, came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that there is a prohibition of set-aside. And 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that there is no prohibition of set-aside. Rav 
Yosef said: That is what Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: They said that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon. The inference is: They said; however, he himself does 
not hold that this is the halakha. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And you yourself did not hold that Rabbi 
Yohanan rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, even 
before Rav Yitzhak came and cited this statement in his name? Didn’t 
Rabbi Abba and Rabbi Asi happen to come to the house of Rabbi Abba 
who was from the city Haifa, and a candelabrum fell onto Rabbi Asi’s 
cloak and he did not move it?" What is the reason that he did not lift 
it? Is it not because Rabbi Asi was a student of Rabbi Yohanan," and 
Rabbi Yohanan holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who holds that there is a prohibition of set-aside? Apparently, Rabbi 
Yohanan holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rav Yosef said to Abaye: Candelabrum you say; are you citing a proof 
from the case of a candelabrum? A candelabrum is different because 
there is a unique halakha in that case. As Rabbi Aha bar Rabbi Hanina 
said that Rabbi Asi said that Reish Lakish issued a ruling in the city of 
Sidon: A candelabrum that can be moved in one of his hands, one is 
permitted to move it on Shabbat. However, ifit is so heavy that one must 
move it with his two hands, it is prohibited to move it. And Rabbi 
Yohanan said: We have permission to carry only in the case of an oil 
lamp, according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon." However, with regard 
to acandelabrum, both one that is carried in one hand and one that is 
carried in two hands, it is prohibited to move it. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that there is a unique prohibi- 
tion in the case ofa candelabrum? Rabba and Rav Yosef both said: Since 

a person usually designates a fixed place for it due to its size and its use, 
it is considered a built-in part of the house, and moving the candelabrum 

is like dismantling the house. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: A groom’s can- 
opy is an object for which a person designates a set place, and, neverthe- 
less, Shmuel said in the name of Rabbi Hiyya: With regard to a groom’s 

canopy, 


Perek III 
Daf 46 Amuda 


Inawa ap sy an AN an 
X j boa: OK ON shag 
12 yaw 77 Navy IND 377 

Pwr wp? 


moet main pya- "nya oer 
pa- niban pba ppn aa 
aybu moy mvp pa: Toim 
TPR PPI AA PRTA bins 
- php D vant ayin wy 
329 1 PP AD mT mopa 
PBN] 93D UD PY 


IAR 37 PNY DT TaN DN 
Ja TWA BND 1327 RNY 
— Tew) KTW pana APY A” 
May N72 pera WIT PX 
px nan Uae may nbyn Px) 
why wow para NWI AMX pria 

a 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


it is permitted to assemble it and it is permitted to dismantle it on 
Shabbat. If a permanent object like that one may be assembled on 
Shabbat and there is no concern for the prohibition of building, all 
the more so it should not be considered building and dismantling in 
the case of a candelabrum. Rather, Abaye said: Here it is referring to 
a special candelabrum made of joints,’ removable parts, and there is 
concern lest it fall and break into its component parts when it is 
moved, and one may come to reassemble it, which would be tanta- 
mount to crafting a vessel on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: If so, if it is 
referring to that type of candelabrum, what is the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish who permits moving the 
candelabrum? 


The Gemara replies: It is not referring to a candelabrum that can actu- 
ally be dismantled. Rather, what is the meaning of joints? Similar to 
joints," i.e., there are grooves in it and it appears as if it is made of 
different components. Therefore, in summary: With regard to a can- 
delabrum made of actual joints, both one that is large and one that 
is small, it is prohibited to move it." In addition, a large candela- 
brum that has grooves, everyone agrees that it is prohibited to move 
it by rabbinic decree, which was issued due to a large candelabrum 
made of joints. Because it is common for a large candelabrum to be 
made of joints, if one saw someone carrying a large, grooved cande- 
labrum, he would mistakenly assume that it had joints due to the 
similarity between them, and would mistakenly permit carrying a 
large candelabrum actually composed of joints. Where Rabbi 
Yohanan and Reish Lakish disagree is in the case of a small candela- 
brum that has grooves. This Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that we 
issue a decree prohibiting moving even a small, grooved candelabrum 
due to a large one. And this Sage, Reish Lakish, holds that we do not 
issue a decree. Because a small candelabrum is not typically made of 
joints, everyone realizes that the grooves are strictly decorative. 


The Gemara questions: And did Rabbi Yohanan actually say that" 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? 
Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan state the following principle: The halakha is 
in accordance with an unattributed mishna? And we learned in the 
mishna that discusses ritual impurity of a wagon with a detachable 
undercarriage: The wagon’s undercarriage, when it is detachable 

from the wagon, it is not considered connected to it and they are 
considered independent units as far as the halakhot of ritual impurity 
are concerned. And it is not measured with it. This refers to calculat- 
ing the volume of forty se'a, as a vessel with a volume larger than forty 
sea does not have the legal status of a vessel and cannot become ritu- 
ally impure. And the undercarriage likewise does not protect to- 
gether with the wagon in a tent over the corpse. A large wagon is 
considered a tent in and of itself, and the vessels inside the wagon do 
not become impure if the wagon is over a dead body. However, the 
undercarriage is not included with the wagon in this regard. If a hole 
in the wagon is sealed by the undercarriage, it is not considered to be 
sealed with regard to preventing ritual impurity. And, likewise, one 
may not pull the wagon on Shabbat when there is money upon it. 


Similar to joints - opin pup: Some commentaries explain 
that this type of candelabrum was initially made of separate 
components that were then attached with nails so that the can- 
delabrum could no longer be dismantled (Meiri). 


Did Rabbi Yohanan actually say that — '37 jan? 31 Was 111: 
The commentaries questioned this based on several talmudic 


NOTES 


sources where the unattributed mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Yohanan rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. One explanation is that Rabbi 
Yohanan does, in fact, rule in accordance with Rabbi Shimon’s 
opinion with regard to most halakhot of Shabbat. However, with 
regard to the prohibition of set-aside, which is the issue here, he 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 
A collapsible candelabrum - npaya mjin: 


Depiction of a mishnaic-era, collapsible candelabrum and its component 
parts found in Pompeii 


HALAKHA 
With regard to a candelabrum made of actual joints, 
both one that is large and one that is small, it is pro- 
hibited to move it - Tyo Tapp pa moins pa nihan 
myu: It is prohibited to carry a candelabrum made 
ofj oints, whether large or small, on Shabbat, even if it is 
new (Mishna Berura). It is also prohibited by rabbinic de- 
cree to carry a candelabrum on Shabbat that has grooves 
that create the impression that it is made of joints, as per 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 279:7). 
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NOTES 


Naphtha lamp — xv927: Rabbeinu Hananel has a 
variant reading here: A naphtha lamp may be used to 
cover a naphtha vessel. This is an appropriate reading 


in our Gemara, as, if the naphtha lamp is too disgust- 


ing to be held or used, why would he use it to cover a 
vessel? Rather, the Gemara is discussing a vessel used 
with naphtha and there is no concern with regard to 
its cleanliness. The same is true in the continuation, in 
the case of pebbles in the yard. They, too, can be used 
to cover a vessel with naphtha, since the cleanliness of 
its cover is not an issue. 


210 PEREKI: 46A: mga p 


DB AS) NOW — nip DY PENT 
Vax miw par by wat a3 
vI Kow wnwn KO RTI 27) 
oy meow pa bs niyn aby 

nv ean by mat aay) 


nny ova 2b ya ywin I WN 
miaa mim sappy 2) sha 
arin amd eya Wa yaw ap 
Nw- wa jiyaw me maa 
Kyb- mima min: aber ix 

spn ay — ua yaw arr 


baw vara yopne say a1 
oxdnw 121 TDP) MW bubi 
mans) Spe anba pioa 
Kw baby. PIV DUP ATT 
ILNI DTA DY 137 TPN) 
ay ans) ybpx 3 amay 
srw bubon mI -bja ywi 
Kb- pny att man ybpx 1D 
JWI TW bubon mI 
say - > KPID IPT aD 
XVID SYA DN ATID 
abiyd yaw na rah - mb 
DWA Y KPID PYRY ap 
MI NIT NAT jah ray 123 

Pay 


A — NOT OW TIT 37 ON 
Abw WDN- KVANT bash 
SN MKT AP ay) aa 
bagi) abrabyd WT KVANT 

(xma nips om 


MINIL a YIP NOM 37 
DAS MPRA YTD 2 JPNN 
KIL TON KITI MAP NITIK 
KAYDINA Ph VAN pat Kya 
XW MN NT PP I TY 
VON ambadyd Wn) KVDT 
xA mob Kim Dygir. b 
asaw ninis bs anya xb 
m3 1 MDY xm Diin poubon 
MİN KPY - NT: mb Tox IK 
> min x3% - om aby D3 

Kan xb ” ‘why 


By inference: If there is not money on it, one is permitted to move the 

wagon even though there was money on it at twilight. An object that 
was set aside at twilight is set aside for the entire Shabbat. In this mish- 
na, moving the wagon is permitted. Clearly, the unattributed mishna is 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that there 

is no prohibition of set-aside. Why, then, did Rabbi Yohanan, who al- 
ways rules in accordance with an unattributed mishna, not rule in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? Rabbi Zeira said: Let 

our mishna apply only to a case in which there was no money on the 

wagon throughout the entire duration of twilight. This strained inter- 
pretation is accepted so as not to contradict and reject Rabbi Yohanan’s 

statement. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: One time, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi went 
to the town of Deyosfera, and issued a ruling with regard to a cande- 
labrum in accordance with the ruling that Rabbi Shimon made with 
regard to an oil lamp. This description is insufficiently clear, therefore 
a dilemma was raised before the Sages: Does this mean that he issued 
a ruling in the case of a candelabrum, like the ruling that Rabbi Shimon 
made in the case of an oil lamp, to permit moving it? Or, perhaps, he 
issued a ruling in the case of a candelabrum to prohibit moving it, and 
in another case he ruled in accordance with the ruling that Rabbi 
Shimon made in the case of an oil lamp, to permit moving it. There 
was no resolution found to this dilemma and therefore it stands unre- 
solved. 


It is told that Rav Malkiya happened to come to the house of Rabbi 
Simlai and moved an extinguished oil lamp, and Rabbi Simlai became 
angry, as in his opinion it is prohibited to move an oil lamp because it 
is set-aside. Likewise, Rabbi Yosei the Galilean happened to come to 
the place of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, and moved an oil lamp, 
and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, became angry. The Gemara 
also relates that Rabbi Abbahu, when he happened to come to the 
place of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, he would move an oil lamp. How- 
ever, when he happened to come to the place of Rabbi Yohanan, he 
would not move an oil lamp. The Gemara wondered: Whichever way 
you look at it there is a difficulty. If he holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, let him act in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda everywhere and refrain from moving the lamp. And 
if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, let him 
act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon everywhere and 
move the oil lamp. The Gemara answers: Actually, it can be explained 
that Rabbi Abbahu holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon; however, in deference to Rabbi Yohanan he did not act ac- 
cordingly, so as not to act contrary to his ruling in the place where he 
was the authority. 


With regard to the halakhot of moving lamps on Shabbat, Rav Yehuda 
said: With regard to an extinguished oil lamp, it is permitted to move 
it, whereas a naphtha lamp, it is prohibited to move it. Since the smell 
of naphtha is unpleasant, the lamp is used exclusively for lighting. There- 
fore, moving it is prohibited. Rabba and Rav Yosef both said: With 
regard to anaphtha lamp, too, it is permitted to move it. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Avya happened to come to Rava’s house. His 
feet were dirty with clay and he put them on the bed before Rava. 
Rava became angry at him for dirtying the bed and, therefore, sought 
to torment him with questions that he could not answer. Rava said to 
him: What is the reason that Rabba and Rav Yosef both said that with 
regard to a naphtha lamp," too, that it is permitted to move it? Rav 
Avya said to him: Since it is suitable to cover a vessel with it. Rava 
said to him: But ifthat is so, all pebbles in the yard may also be carried 
ab initio on Shabbat, since it is suitable to cover a vessel with them. 
Rav Avya said to him: There is a distinction between these cases. This, 
the lamp, the status of a vessel applies to it and there are leniencies that 
apply to vessels with regard to the halakhot of set-aside. These, the 
pebbles, the status of a vessel does not apply to it, as they are a raw 
material. Carrying them is prohibited unless designated for a specific 
purpose before Shabbat. Was it not taught in a baraita that 


Perek III 
Daf 46 Amudb 


ed niyaon ony open 
vox) YMA bwin ‘whoa bes 
KIN) Digi - oyy nn: bay 
byin -10 xm by ds MA 
INX my b> TÍA KIN) 
KDT KIAI PA PRY? ya yom 

SIS a) 3 799 
ania wan sta wax ad oy 
2) NOX - Wp way wT 
iyaw rgb ne van jiynaw 
PIRU ILAPAT | pe: i m? 


Ia m m P- xiv 


aW? DIX - OND bmw DT 
- NDA iN TDA NK TIYAN 
ponia bia» ND TAM IW OTK 
| bast: IA WI WD 
-Kona Fa bast sah YAN OX) 
DX) 2937 OV ma baat: Iw 
1) - MAP OWA bay ab yon 

2037 mb: ppm w» 


DIN PYR XAT 1207 PMA 
[aw Dn porn] nawa 
WND PKAN WT Tib 

rbya ab peat Ww 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


bracelets,’ nose-rings and rings, although it is prohibited to go out into the 
public domain wearing them on Shabbat, they are like all the vessels that may 
be moved in the courtyard; in the private domain, one may move them and they 
are not set-aside. And Ulla said: What is the reason that it is permitted to move 
nose-rings in the yard? It is because the status of a vessel applies to it." Appar- 
ently, vessel status is sufficient to permit moving it on Shabbat. Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak said: Thank God that Rava did not embarrass Rav Avya and Rav Avya 
managed to successfully answer Rava’s questions. 


Abaye raised a contradiction before Rabba citing two sources with regard to 
set-aside on Shabbat. It was taught in a baraita: With regard to the remaining 
oil that is in an oil lamp and in a bowl in which a wick was lit, it is prohibited 
to use it on Shabbat and Rabbi Shimon permits using it. Apparently, Rabbi 
Shimon is not of the opinion that there is a prohibition of set-aside. And a 
contradiction is raised from a parallel source, in which the Sages discussed the 
halakha of the firstborn of a kosher animal that developed a blemish on a Festival. 
The firstborn must be examined to determine whether or not that type of blemish 
disqualifies the animal from being sacrificed as an offering. If it is disqualified, it 
may be redeemed, slaughtered, and eaten as non-sacred meat on the Festival." 
Rabbi Shimon says: Any firstborn animal whose blemish is not perceptible 
before the Festival is not among the animals prepared prior to the Festival for 
use on the Festival, and it is prohibited to slaughter it. Apparently, an item not 
prepared in advance has set-aside status according to Rabbi Shimon. 


Rabba said to him: How can you compare these cases? There, in the case of the 
lamp, a person sits and anticipates when his candle will be extinguished. It is 
clear to him that it will be extinguished, and he can safely assume that a certain 
amount of oil will remain in the lamp or the bowl. Here, does a person sit and 
anticipate when a blemish will befall his animal? The owner of the animal says: 
Whosays that a blemish will befall his animal? And even if you say that a blem- 
ish will befall it, who says that a permanent blemish that would enable it to be 
slaughtered will befall it? And even if you say that a permanent blemish will 
befall it, who says that a Sage will agree to engage in examining the blemish? 
Since there are so many uncertainties involved, if the blemish is not perceptible 
before the Festival, the possibility of the firstborn animal becoming available does 
not enter a person's mind at all. 


Rami bar Hama raised an objection to this last point from that which we learned 
in a mishna: One may nullify vows" on Shabbat. A woman who vowed that 
certain food is prohibited to her, her husband can nullify her vow on Shabbat. 
And likewise one may request that a Sage find an opening to dissolve his vows," 
i.e., a factor that the one taking the vow failed to take into account or an element 
of regret, if that nullification or dissolution is for the purpose of Shabbat. The 
question arises: And why, after a man has nullified his wife’s vow, should she be 
permitted to eat that food? When the woman vowed not to eat that food, she 
consciously set it aside. Even if some way to dissolve the vow is found, the food 
should remain set-aside. On the basis of the same uncertainty that was raised 
above, say: Who says that her husband will agree to engage in nullifying her 
oath? Perhaps he will refuse to nullify it. 


NOTES 


BACKGROUND 
Ankle bracelet - moa vw: 


Ankle bracelet from the period of the Mishna 


Because the status of a vessel applies to it - MiA xX) Diyir 
mby 13: The rationale for this distinction is that raw material 
is not a vessel and therefore is typically set aside from use on 
Shabbat for two reasons: It has no use in its present state, and 
fashioning a vessel from raw material is prohibited. That is not 
the case with a vessel, which is complete and ready for use. It is 
only due to Shabbat prohibitions or other external reasons that 
its use is prohibited for a certain period of time. 


Permitting non-sacred slaughter of firstborn animals — 17 
pon non) niniza: The Torah commands the giving of the 
firstborn male of all kosher animals to a priest (see Numbers 
18). When the Temple was standing, the unblemished firstborn 
of a kosher animal was offered as a sacrifice, and the priest 
would eat the meat; a blemished firstborn animal was eaten 
by the priest without it being sacrificed. After the destruc- 


tion of the Temple, the sanctity of the firstborn is still in ef- 
fect; however, using the animal is prohibited. If it develops a 
permanent blemish that would invalidate it as a sacrifice, the 
animal is given to the priest and he may eat it. Great expertise 
is required to distinguish between the different blemishes, and 
the responsibility resting upon the shoulders of the one per- 
forming the examination is great, as it can result in the misuse of 
consecrated property. Consequently, only a Sage who received 
special authorization has license to examine firstborn animals. 


One may nullify vows — w pY: The halakhot of vows and 
their nullification are articulated i in the Torah (Numbers 30), and 
the entire tractate of Nedarim is devoted to those halakhot. By 
Torah law, a husband may nullify his wife's vows on the day 
that he hears them. The Gemara explains that this applies only 
to those vows that affect her husband in some way. Since the 


verse itself states: “Every vow, and every binding oath to afflict 
the soul, her husband may let it stand, or her husband may 
make it void” (Numbers 30:14), the statement of Rav Pinehas 
is readily understood. From the time she takes the vow, she is 
aware that it is contingent upon her husband's consent (see 
the Ran). 


One may request to dissolve his vows — ond porswa: In 
tractate Nedarim, it is explained at length that one may dissolve 
a vow that he made by consulting with a Sage. There are several 
reasons that a Sage would agree to dissolve a vow. The simplest 
reason is if the one who took the vow realizes afterward that it 
is difficult for him to fulfill it, and, therefore, he regrets taking 
the vow. Since regret is a valid reason to dissolve the vow, in 
exigent circumstances, even three common people who are 
not experts can comprise a court to dissolve a vow. 
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The Gemara answers: There, in the case of vows, it can be explained in ac- 
cordance with that which Rav Pinehas said in the name of Rava, who came 
to explain some of the fundamentals of the halakhot of vows, as Rav Pinehas 
said in the name of Rava: Every woman who takes a vow, it is from the 
outset contingent on her husband’s consent that she takes the vow. Since 
she knows that her husband has the ability to nullify it, her vows are not 
absolute and their final validation comes only through her husband’s agree- 
ment. When a woman vows, she does not set aside the food absolutely from 
potential use. 


Moreover, the Gemara cites proof for this from that which was taught: Come 
and hear: One may request that a Sage dissolve his vows? for the purpose 
of Shabbat on Shabbat, i.e., one who vowed on Shabbat that eating on that 
day is prohibited for him. And why is he permitted to eat something that 
was prohibited to him by his vow? Say again: Who says that the Sage will 
agree to engage in dissolution of his vow? Consequently, one has certainly 
diverted his attention from the food, set it aside, and it should be prohibited 
to eat it. The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, there is a difference, as there, 
in the halakhot of vows, even if the Sage does not agree to engage in dis- 
solution of his vow, he can suffice with renouncing the vow before three 
common people. Even though it is preferable to have a Sage dissolve his 
vow, in exigent circumstances one may turn to a court of three common 
people to dissolve it. He will certainly find a way to dissolve his vow. How- 
ever, here, in the case of the firstborn animal, who says that the Sage will 
agree to engage in examination of the blemish? In the halakhot of firstborn 
animals only an ordained Sage, who received special license to do so, is au- 
thorized to verify that it is a permanent blemish and permit redemption and 
slaughter of the animal as a non-sacred animal. 


Abaye raised a contradiction before Rav Yosef: Did Rabbi Shimon actu- 
ally say that when a lamp is extinguished, it is permitted to move it on 
Shabbat? By inference: After it is extinguished, yes, moving it is permitted; 
so long as it is not extinguished, no, moving it is prohibited. What is the 
reason that it is prohibited to move a burning candle? It is due to concern 
that perhaps, as he moves the lamp, the flame will be extinguished. How- 
ever, is Rabbi Shimon really concerned that a flame will be extinguished 
under those circumstances? Didn’t we learn that Rabbi Shimon stated a 
principle: An unintentional act, a permitted action from which an unin- 
tended prohibited labor ensues on Shabbat, since he did not intend to per- 
form the prohibited action, is permitted? As it was taught in a baraita, 
Rabbi Shimon says: A person may drag a bed, chair, and bench on the 
ground, as long as he does not intend to make a furrow in the ground. Even 
if a furrow is formed inadvertently, one need not be concerned. Since that 
was not his intention, there is no prohibition according to Rabbi Shimon. 
Consequently, according to Rabbi Shimon there should be no prohibition 
in moving a burning candle, even though it may be extinguished. Since that 
is not the intention of the one moving it, no prohibition would be violated. 


The Gemara answers that there is a distinction between the cases: In every 
case where if he intends to perform the action, there is a prohibition by 
Torah law, e.g. extinguishing a candle; even when he does not intend to do 
so, Rabbi Shimon issued a decree prohibiting it by rabbinic law. However, 
in every case where even if he intends to perform the action, there is 
merely a prohibition by rabbinic law, e.g., digging a furrow which is not a 
full-fledged act of plowing that is prohibited by Torah law, but is prohibited 
only by rabbinic law, when he does not intend to perform the action, Rabbi 
Shimon even permits performing this action ab initio. 


BACKGROUND 


Vows -= 0°73: This refers to a personal vow, i.e., a voluntary obligation to 
refrain from performing a certain action or from deriving benefit from 
someone. This is, in effect, a type of reverse consecration. The person 
pledges to regard the object or person as if it, or he, were consecrated to 
the Temple. Any object can be forsworn, and one who fails to fulfill his 
vow violates the commandment:"He shall not profane his word” (Numbers 
30:3). It is also possible to prohibit one’s own property to another by means 


of a vow; the other person must then treat that property as consecrated. 


However, one cannot prohibit another's property to anyone other than 


himself. The vows of a female minor, a young woman, or a wife may be 
annulled by her father or husband, respectively. Other individuals can 
be released from their vows by a Torah scholar or a rabbinical court, if 
they can show that their vows were not taken with full knowledge and 
intent. The Sages were very strongly opposed to the taking of vows and 
encouraged people who had taken vows to have them dissolved. If one 
makes a statement worded in the form of a vow, and it is evident that the 
intention was not to utter a vow but rather to make a point by means of 
exaggeration or hyperbole, that vow is not considered binding. 
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Rava raised an objection to this distinction from that which we 
learned in a mishna: Clothing merchants who sell garments made 
of diverse kinds, a prohibited mixture of wool and linen, may sell 
them as they normally would to gentiles. A merchant may place 
the garments he is selling on his shoulders and need not be con- 
cerned about the prohibition against wearing diverse kinds, as long 
as the merchant does not intend to benefit from the garments in 
the sun as protection from the sun, or in the rain as protection 
from the rain. However, the modest people, those who are par- 
ticularly meticulous in their performance of mitzvot, would sus- 
pend the wool and linen garments on a stick behind them. And 
here, isn’t it a case where if one intends to wear the clothing, there 
is a prohibition by Torah law, and even so when he does not in- 
tend to wear it, Rabbi Shimon permits it ab initio. Apparently, 
Rabbi Shimon does not distinguish between cases on that basis. 


Rather, Rava said a different explanation for Rabbi Shimon’s pro- 
hibition in the case of an oil lamp: 


Leave the candle, oil, and wick, since they became a base for a 
prohibited object." Even Rabbi Shimon agrees that a flame burning 
on Shabbat is set-aside. Since it is prohibited to move the flame, 
moving the lamp, oil, and wick is also prohibited. 


Rabbi Zeira said that Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said that 
Rabbi Hanina said that Rabbi Romanus said: Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi permitted me to carry a coal pan with its ashes. Rabbi Zeira 
said to Rabbi Asi: Did Rabbi Yohanan actually say that? Didn’t 
we learn in a mishna: A person may carry his son in his hands and 
even if the son has a stone, which is prohibited to carry, in his 
hands; or, one may carry a basket with a stone inside it? And 
Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: We are dealing 
with a basket that is full of fruit. Due to the fruit, carrying the stone 
is also permitted. The reason for the leniency is because there is 
fruit inside the basket; however, if there is no fruit inside it, no, 
one may not move it. With regard to the coal pan that is filled with 
ashes, how can moving it be permitted according to Rabbi Yohanan? 


“He was astonished for a while” (Daniel 4:16) and could not find 
an answer. And, ultimately, Rabbi Asi said: Here, too, it is referring 
to a case where the coal pan has bits of frankincense that were not 
yet burned. Due to those bits, moving the pan is permitted. Abaye 
said: Are small bits in the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi signifi- 
cant? Since they are not significant, they are nullified by the ashes 
and the mixture is entirely unsuitable for use. 


And if you say: The bits are suitable for the poor. We will explain 
that the value of an object is determined not by its context, but by 
its intrinsic value. Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that there is a differ- 
ence with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity between gar- 
ments belonging to poor people, which can become ritually impure 
even if they are very small, and garments belonging to the wealthy, 
which are not considered significant unless they contain a larger 
amount of fabric? Garments the size of poor people’s clothing are 
for the poor, and garments the size of rich people’s clothing are 
for the rich; however, clothes of the poor for the rich" are not 
significant. Apparently, the significance of an object is determined 
by its context and its owner. Rather, Abaye said an alternative ex- 
planation: The halakha here is just as it is in the case of a chamber 
pot of feces. Since it is disgusting, removing it from the house is 
permitted, even though clearly there is no use for it. 


NOTES 

Leave the candle, oil, and wick, since they became a base 
for a prohibited object - awyyt bestia nyna paw y ran 
OKT aay) wpa: The question was raised: Why does the 
Gemara say that the wick is a base for a prohibited object? 
It is a prohibited object itself (Josafot). Some commentaries 
explain that the discussion is with regard to a burning wick. 
Since it is serving its designated purpose, i.e., burning, it is 
not set-aside. It is only prohibited to move the wick because 
itis a base for the flame (Derush VeHiddush). 


Clothes of the poor for the rich - Dye D39: Some 
commentaries explain that for poor people, thick, coarse 
clothes are measured as garments as far as ritual impurity 
is concerned. For rich people, who do not wear coarse gar- 
ments, a larger measure is required, and they are measured 
as a sack (Me'iri). 
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LANGUAGE 


Coal pan [kanuna] — 3133: This word is found in the 
same form in Syriac and in Arabic, and it means a 
vessel in which coals are placed, i.e., a pan. 


NOTES 

They taught it in the Galilee - nw Kya: The com- 
mentaries explain that the legal status ofthe Galilee 
was different not due to poverty or wealth. Rather, 
the Galilee was not considered a place of Torah, and 
the Sages adopted a more stringent policy with re- 
gard to issuing decrees in places where there were 
few Torah scholars (Rav Nissim Gaon). 


Weaver's loom - oD 10 by men: This halakha is 
connected to the previous discussion with regard to 
moving a lamp. The conclusion was that a lamp that 
can be disassembled may not be reassembled, as in 
doing so one would perform the prohibited labor of 
building on Shabbat (Penei Yehoshua). 


BACKGROUND 


A rounded horn and a straight horn — amy m 
mows ey 


Round Roman horn 


Straight Roman horn 


Archer's tablet - oap: According to Rashi, the 
skibas in this image is the kind of bow mentioned 
in the Talmud. The wooden components of the bow 
are the boards of the skibas. 


Bow installed on a rod 
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Rava said: There are two answers to reject this analogy: One, a 
chamber pot with feces is disgusting, and the coal pan is not 
disgusting. And furthermore: A chamber pot with feces is un- 
covered and smells, and the coal pan is covered. Rather, Rava said 
an alternative explanation: When we were at the house of Rav 
Nahman we would move a coal pan [kanuna]‘on account of the 
ashes, and we did this even though there were broken pieces of 
wood on it. Since the ashes can be used to cover filth, it is not set- 
aside and the coal pan may be moved due to the ashes. Even if there 
were also broken sticks on the pan that are useless, nevertheless 
they are nullified by the ashes. The Gemara raises an objection to 
this last remark from that which was cited previously: And Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon agree that if there were fragments of 
a wick in the lamp, that it is prohibited to move it. Apparently, 
these fragments are not null and render the entire lamp set-aside. 
Abaye said: No proof can be cited from that baraita because they 
taught it in the Galilee,“ where oil is abundant and inexpensive. 
That is why broken wicks are not nullified relative to the oil (Rav 
Nissim Gaon). 


The Gemara relates that Levi bar Shmuel found Rabbi Abba and 
Rav Huna bar Hiyya, who were standing at the entrance of Rav 
Huna’s house. Levi bar Shmuel said to them: What is the halakha 
with regard to reassembling a weaver’s loom,™" which was typi- 
cally a collapsible frame, on Shabbat? They said to him: It may well 
be done. He came before Rav Yehuda, asking him the same ques- 
tion, and Rav Yehuda said to him that Rav and Shmuel both said: 
One who reassembles a weaver’s loom on Shabbat is liable to 
bring a sin-offering, as he performed a labor prohibited by Torah 
law on Shabbat. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Levi bar Shmu- 
el from the Tosefta: One who reassembles the branch of a disas- 
sembled candelabrum on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering. 
With regard to the plasterer’s pole, which has several component 

parts, one may not reassemble it ab initio, and if he reassembled 

it, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, although it is prohib- 
ited. Rabbi Simai says: With regard to a rounded horn, whichis a 

trumpet that can be dismantled and whose assembly is complicated, 
one who reassembled it is liable. However, a straight horn,’ which 

is easy to assemble, one who assembled it is exempt. Apparently, 
assembling an object that consists of several components on Shab- 
bat is prohibited by Torah law, and one is liable to bring a sin-offer- 
ing for doing so. The Gemara answers: They said that it is permitted 

in accordance with the opinion of this tanna, as it was taught in a 

baraita: A bed frame, which is a wooden frame through which the 

ropes of the bed were interlaced, and the legs of the bed, and the 

archer’s tablets [skibas],'° which refers to the part of a bow upon 

which one pulls the arrow back, if they were detached from the bed 

or from the bow, one may not reassemble them, and if he reas- 
sembled them he is exempt. 


LANGUAGE 


Archer’s tablet [skibas] — Dapp: This word is a distortion 
of the Greek word ottBac, stibas, which means a bed of 
straw or leaves. According to the context of the Gemara, it 


appears to refer to a mattress, although most commentators 
understand it as relating to a kind of bow (see Background, 
left). 


HALAKHA 


We would move a coal pan on account of its ashes... They 
taught it in the Galilee - xdbsa..reawp aay xe ovden mn 
1: The case of carrying a coal pan, which was lit before Shabbat 
and contains ashes and sticks, serves as the basis for the principle 
that one is permitted to carry an object that serves as a base for 
both prohibited and permitted objects. The Mishna Berura rules that 
this principle applies only if the permitted object is more significant 
than the prohibited one. However, if the prohibited object is worth 
more, or the value of the two is equal, then carrying the base is 


prohibited. The value of an object is determined subjectively by 
each individual (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 26:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 310:8). 


Weaver's loom - o%D10 by mn: Assembling an object whose 
component parts are loosely connected is permitted on Shabbat. 
One may not attach the components tightly. If he does so, he is 
liable to bring a sin-offering, as per the opinion of Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:26; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 313:6). 
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However, doing so is prohibited. And one may not fasten the 
pieces together forcefully, and ifhe fastens them, he is liable to 
bring a sin- offering for performing a labor prohibited by Torah 
law. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If it was loose and 
could be assembled with ease, it is permitted." Rabbi Abba and 
Rav Huna bar Hiyya relied on this opinion. 


The Gemara relates: In the house of Rav Hama, Rava’s grand- 
father, there was a collapsible bed,’ similar to a weaver’s loom, 
and they would reassemble it on a Festival. One of the Sages 
said to Rava: What is your opinion? Do you hold that this is 
allowed because it is building in an atypical manner?" In 
other words, one is not performing the prohibited labor of 
building since it is was not performed in the standard manner? 
Although there is no Torah prohibition, there is, in any case, 
arabbinic prohibition. Rava said to him: I hold in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel who said that 
if it were loose, it is permitted even ab initio. 


l 1b h the oil 
MISHNA One may p ace a vesse eneat t eol 


lampin order to receive burning sparks 
of oil that fall from the lamp so that they will not cause a fire. 
And he may not place water into the vessel because he thereby 


extinguishes the sparks. 
GE M A The Gemara asks: How is it permitted 
to position this vessel to receive the 
sparks, doesn’t he thereby negate the vessel’s preparedness? It 
is no longer prepared for any use on Shabbat as the sparks ac- 
cord it set-aside status. The opinion that negating the prepared- 
ness ofa vessel is prohibited has already been stated. Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Sparks have no substance. They 
burn immediately and do not leave behind any trace ofoilin the 
vessel. Therefore, the vessel remains suitable to be moved. 


And we also learned in the mishna that one may not place 
water into the vessel situated beneath the candle because he 
thereby extinguishes the sparks. The Gemara remarks: Is that 
to say that we learned an unattributed mishna in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said that even an action 
that causes extinguishing indirectly is prohibited? The extin- 
guishing in this case, where water was placed into a vessel, was 
not accomplished by means of a direct action. His action only 
caused it to extinguish indirectly. 


The Gemara rejects this question in astonishment: And how can 
you understand it in that manner? Say that Rabbi Yosei said 
that indirectly causing extinguishing is prohibited on Shabbat; 
on Shabbat eve did he say this? And if you say that here, too, 
it is referring to a case where he placed water in the vessel on 
Shabbat, wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One may place a vessel 
underneath an oil lamp to receive sparks that fall from the 
lamp on Shabbat, and, needless to say, placing it there is per- 
mitted on Shabbat eve? And one may not put water into the 
vessel because he will thereby extinguish the spark, even if he 
placed it there on Shabbat eve, and, needless to say, doing so 
is prohibited on Shabbat itself. Apparently, the prohibition in 
the mishna is not at all connected to Rabbi Yosei’s approach. 
Rather, Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that this mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, it is different here 
because, in this case, he is not only causing the spark to extin- 
guish. He is hastening its extinguishing,” as the sparks are ex- 
tinguished immediately when they fall into the water (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). In this matter even the Rabbis would prohibit 
doing so. 


NOTES 


If it was loose it is permitted — aM 97: Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel's rationale is that the prohibition only applies to an object 
that cannot be easily dismantled and reassembled. Assembling 
that object violates the prohibition of creating a vessel on Shab- 
bat. However, when the object is loosely assembled and no ex- 
pertise is required to assemble it, there is no prohibition involved. 


In an atypical manner — 3377 pa: In the context of Shabbat law, 
the Hebrew phrase, min hatzad, which literally means from the 
side, is translated as: In an atypical manner. This phrase indicates 
that the action is not performed in the manner that it is generally 
performed. One is not liable for performing a prohibited labor 
on Shabbat unless the action is performed in the appropriate 
manner. In general, this phrase refers to the consequences of 
the action. The objective of a full-fledged prohibited labor was 
not achieved. This is as opposed to the phrase: In a backhanded 
manner [kilahar yad], which refers to a difference in the manner 
in which the action was performed, e.g., using the left hand, and 
not to the consequences of the action. 


Causes extinguishing...he is hastening its extinguishing — 
naa NX paw.. awh D713: Indirect extinguishing of a flame 
is explained later i in this tractate (Shabbat 120a) as positioning 
a ceramic vessel full of water so that it will burst when the fire 
reaches it and the water will extinguish the fire. The difference 
between indirect extinguishing and hastening extinguishing is 
extremely subtle. The conclusion in the Jerusalem Talmud is that 
our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who 
prohibits indirectly causing a flame to extinguish. Nevertheless, 
here is a distinction between the two. Indirectly extinguishing a 
flame refers to a case where the fire has not yet reached a certain 
place and an obstacle is placed to prevent it from spreading 
urther. That obstacle causes the flame to be extinguished. On 
he other hand, hastening extinguishing applies to a case where 
he fire is already there, as in the case of the sparks, but one takes 
action that will extinguish it faster (Ritva). Other commentaries 
explain that the rationale for the prohibition in the case of a 
vessel and sparks is that the vessel is empty, and there is room 
or concern lest one come to pour water on the sparks burning 
here on Shabbat (Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 
Collapsible bed — xmas men: 


Collapsible bed in the style of the mishnaic era 


HALAKHA 


A vessel beneath the oil lamp to receive sparks - %37 non bp 
mixivy bapb: It is permitted to position a vessel to receive sparks 
from a lamp even on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). However, accord- 
ing to all opinions, it is prohibited to place a vessel with water 
because it hastens the extinguishing of the sparks (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:13 ; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 265:4). 
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This chapter, whose primary focus was on the details of the labor of cooking on Shab- 
bat, discussed the issue from a practical perspective. Matters relating to concluding 
the cooking process on Shabbat were underscored. 


First, the Gemara clarified the permitted and prohibited manners in which one may 
leave cooked food on different types of stoves, so that the cooking process may be 
completed, and the food will remain hot for Shabbat day. The Gemara concluded 
that it is permitted to leave the item upon the stove if the item is sufficiently cooked 
at the onset of Shabbat, i.e., it could be eaten in exigent circumstances, and if there 
is no room for concern lest one come to stoke the coals, e.g., in a case where the 
possibility of stoking the coals on Shabbat is physically precluded. 


The fundamental discussion of the halakhot of cooking concluded with the ruling 
that there is a distinction between cooking with fire, which is prohibited by Torah law, 
and cooking with other heat sources, e.g., the heat of the sun, which, ifit is prohibited, 
the prohibition is only by rabbinic decree. It was also ruled that the prohibition of 
cooking applies to all types of foods, solids and liquids, in accordance with the level 
of heat that renders them cooked. There are also different substances that accelerate 
or impede the cooking process and influence the degree of heat required for cooking. 


Matters relating to moving utensils used for cooking and illuminating accompanied 
the discussion of the laws of cooking. The questions were: To what extent are these 
utensils that are designated for prohibited labor or objects that are unsuited for use 
on Shabbat set aside from use on Shabbat? To what extent is moving them prohibited 
on Shabbat? 


Summary of 
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In Chapter Three, the halakhot of cooking were discussed extensively. Although the 
Torah prohibited cooking on Shabbat, it is permitted to leave food on the fire on 
Shabbat eve so that its cooking will be completed on Shabbat, as explained in Chapter 
One and Chapter Three of this tractate. A series of related halakhot about insulating 
on Shabbat are discussed in Chapter Four. 


It was customary to place hot food and liquids into various substances with the ca- 
pacity to preserve and even add heat. This act of insulating is comparable to placing 
a cooked dish in coals and embers, which is prohibited by rabbinic decree, lest one 
come to stoke the coals and ignite them. In this case, although there is an explicit 
principle that a decree is not issued due to concern lest one come to violate another 
rabbinic decree, the Sages prohibited insulating food for Shabbat in those cases most 
similar to placing a cooked dish in coals. In cases of this sort, the Gemara explains 
that the different decrees were issued contemporaneously. Therefore, it is not a case 
of a decree issued to prevent violation of another decree, as they are all one decree. 


The general discussion in this chapter includes a list of substances with which it is 
permitted and those with which it is prohibited to insulate hot food on Shabbat, as 
well as explanations and rationales for this halakha. 
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When a potis removed from the fire on Shabbat eve it may be 
insulated in materials that preserve its heat, but not in materi- 
als that increase its heat. Raising the temperature of a pot is 
tantamount to cooking. The mishnayot that follow list those 
materials in which such a pot may be insulated on Shabbat 
eve and those materials in which it may not be insulated. 


MI SHNA In what may one insulate" a pot of 


cooked food on Shabbat eve, and in 
what may one not insulate it? One may neither insulate it in 
the solid residue of produce that has been pressed free of its oil, 
nor in manure, nor in salt, nor in lime, nor in sand, whether 
those materials are moist or whether they are dry. All of these 
materials spontaneously generate heat when piled for an ex- 
tended period. Therefore, they add heat to a pot insulated in 
them. 


And one may neither insulate a pot in straw, nor in the residue 
of grapes that have been pressed for their juice, nor in soft 
material, e.g., from tattered clothing, nor in grass, when these 
materials are moist. However, one may insulate a pot in them 
when they are dry.’ 


G E M ARA A dilemma was raised before the Sages: 


Did we learn with regard to the residue 
of olives in the mishna, but the residue of sesame" seeds that 
were pressed for their oil, which produces less heat, may well be 
used for insulating food on Shabbat eve? Or, perhaps, we 
learned with regard to the residue of sesame in the mishna, and 
all the more so insulating food in the residue of olives is 
prohibited? 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from what Rabbi 
Zeira said in the name of one of the Sages of the school of 
Rabbi Yannai: With regard to a basket in which one insulated 
food in a permissible manner, e.g., in dry soft material or the like, 
it is prohibited to place it upon the residue of olives. Con- 
clude from this that we learned with regard to the residue of 
olives in our mishna; however, insulating food in the residue of 
sesame is permitted. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Actually I can say to you that 
with regard to actual insulation, the residue of sesame is also 
prohibited. However, with regard to 


HALAKHA 


In what may one insulate — paaiv maa: It is prohibited to 
insulate a pot of food on Shabbat in order to retain the level 
of heat in the pot, even if insulating the pot does not in- 
crease the level of heat, and even if the food is completely 


cooked. 


If the insulation increases the heat, it is prohibited to in- 


grass, as per the mishna. The later commentaries disagree 
whether the prohibition to use these materials is exclusively 
when they are moist due to their own natural state or even if 
their moisture originated from an external source (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 41-3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 257:3). 


sulate the food before Shabbat as well. If one insulated the 


pot in a substance that adds heat, the food is prohibited 


even after the fact. 


One may not insulate a pot of cooked food in the fol- 
lowing substances, whether the materials are wet or dry: 
The solid residue of olives, the solid residue of sesame seeds, 
manure, salt, plaster, or sand. The following substances, if dry, 
may be used to insulate a pot before Shabbat because they 


Residue of sesame — pawaw by naa: Even though the 
Gemara does not arrive at an explicit conclusion in the mat- 
ter, one may not insulate a pot of cooked food in the solid, 
sesame residue because the talmudic discussion indicates 
that this is the accepted position (Ran). However, according 
to the Gernara, it is permitted to place a pot of cooked food 
atop sesame residue (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


do not increase the heat: Straw, grape sediment, rags, and Hayyim 2571, 3). 


NOTES 
In what may one insulate — pyaiv maa: Chapter Four of tractate 
Shabbat is connected to the previous chapters. Since the mishna 
in Chapter Two mentions the prohibition of insulating hot water 
on Shabbat during the twilight period, and Chapter Three discuss- 
es cooking and warming food for Shabbat, this chapter elaborates 
on the laws of insulating food before Shabbat (Penei Yehoshua). 


BACKGROUND 

Substances that add heat - ban p>piaw DIT: Most of the 
substances listed in the mishna add heat, i.e., they spontaneously 
generate heat as a result of different internal chemical reactions. 
When the solid residue of grapes, sesame, manure, and straw 
are moist they undergo a process of fermentation which gener- 
ates heat, to the point that they sometimes ignite. Lime and salt 
undergo different processes. When they absorb moisture from 
the air new compounds are created, in the course of which heat 
is released. For this reason, the Sages prohibited insulating food 
in those materials before Shabbat. 
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Perek IV 
Daf 48 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


Jug [kuza] — 813: Perhaps from the Persian kūz, 
meaning jug. 


Kerchief [dastodar] - 11imp't: Perhaps related to 
the Persian dastdar, meaning towel or tablecloth. 


Cloth [parvanka] - xp: Some authorities 
suggest that the origin of this word is the Greek 
pãpoç, pharos, meaning a swath of cloth. 


NOTES 


Placed a jug of water on the mouth of a 
kettle — KAPADI KƏN KIT NNI MINT: 
Some commentaries explain that the Gemara 
is not discussing a kettle on the fire. Rather, the 
servant sought to place the jug on top of the 
kettle and insulate them both together. Rabbi 
Zeira was of the opinion that this is permitted, 
while Rabba maintained that since the hot water 
in the kettle will heat the water in the jug, it is not 
merely insulating, but tantamount to cooking 
(Rabbeinu Yona). 


HALAKHA 


Placed a jug of water on the mouth of a kettle - 
KIPAPI MINSK NIT ND MIX: It is prohibited 

to ‘place a jug of cold water atop a hot kettle on 

Shabbat. This applies only to a situation where 

the water in the jug could be heated to the point 

that one's hand would spontaneously recoil from 

it. Any other conclusion would contradict earlier 
conclusions with regard to heating water (To- 
safot; Ran; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 318:17). 


Spread a kerchief over a vat of water - D157 
XDI AMD THAD It is prohibited to spread 
a kerchief over an open container of water be- 
cause it might become wet and one might come 
to wring it out. However, if the cloth was made 
for that purpose from the outset, it is permit- 
ted, in accordance with the opinion of Rabba 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320115). 


Swatches of soft material in which he insu- 
lated a pot, what is the halakha with regard to 
moving them on Shabbat — 17173,,72 pauw pain 
nava T0: If one insulated a pot of food in 
soft material, e.g., cotton, soft wool, or worn-out 
clothing (Rema), that were not designated for 
insulating food, even if he insulated food with 
them on Shabbat eve, it is prohibited to move 
them on Shabbat because they are set-aside. If, 
however, one designated them for that purpose, 
even if he did so in thought (Mishna Berura) 
on Shabbat eve, it is permitted to move them 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 259:1). 
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causing heat to rise, i.e., heating food that is not actually insulated in it, but 
merely resting upon it, the residue of olives causes heat to rise. Therefore, it 
is prohibited even to place cooked food upon it. However, the residue of 
sesame does not cause heat to rise to that extent. Therefore, it is permitted 
to place food upon it. 


The Gemara relates an anecdote somewhat relevant to the previous discus- 
sion: Rabba and Rabbi Zeira happened to come to the house of the Exi- 
larch on Shabbat, and saw this servant who placed a jug [kuza]' of cold 
water on the mouth ofa kettle™ filled with hot water. Rabba rebuked him 
for having acted contrary to the halakha. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabba: How 
is this case different from placing an urn on top of another urn, which is 
permitted on Shabbat? Rabba said to him: There, when he places one urn 
on top of another urn, he merely preserves the heat in the upper urn; there- 
fore, it is permitted. Here, in the case where he places the jug of cold water 
on the mouth of a kettle, he is generating heat in the water in the upper 
vessel; therefore, it is prohibited. 


The Gemara continues: Rabba then saw that same servant spread a kerchief 
[dastodar]‘ over a vat of water" and place a cup used to draw water from the 

vat, on the kerchief. Once again, Rabba rebuked him for having acted im- 
properly. Rabbi Zeira said to him: Why did you rebuke him? Rabba said to 

him: Now, see what will happen. Ultimately, he saw that the servant was 

squeezing out the water that was absorbed by the kerchief, thereby violating 
a Torah prohibition. Nevertheless, Rabbi Zeira said to him: Howis this case 

different from that of a cloth [parvanka],' which one is permitted to spread 

over a vat even on Shabbat? Rabba said to him: There is a distinction be- 
tween the two cases: There, in the case of the cloth, he is not particular 

about it; even if it gets wet, he will not come to squeeze it dry. Here, with 

regard to the kerchief, he is particular about it, and he will wring it so that 

it will not remain wet. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may neither insulate a pot in straw, nor 
in the residue of grapes that were pressed for their juice, nor in soft material. 
Rav Adda bar Mattana raised a dilemma before Abaye: With regard to 
swatches of soft material in which he insulated a pot, what is the halakha 
with regard to moving that material on Shabbat?" Ordinarily, swatches of 
materials of that kind are set-aside because they have no use. Therefore, mov- 
ing them on Shabbat is prohibited. Do we say that since they are now being 
used to insulate a pot, they assume the legal status of a utensil, which may be 
moved on Shabbat? 


Abaye said to him: Just because he does not now have a basket of straw in 
which to insulate his food, does he stand up and renounce his basket of soft 
material? Obviously, he would have preferred to insulate his food in straw, 
as it is less expensive. The only reason that he used that material was because 
there was no straw available at the time. However, he does not want the 
swatches of material to be used for any other purpose, lest it be ruined. There- 
fore, it remains set-aside. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that the following baraita supports him: One 
may insulate a pot of food on Friday afternoon in woolen fleece, in combed 
wool, in tabs of wool dyed purple, and in swatches of soft material; how- 
ever, he may not move them. Apparently, this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Abaye. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: If that is the reason, there is no conclusive 
argument, as it is saying in the baraita as follows: If, however, he did not 
insulate a pot in them, he may not move them on Shabbat. In that case, they 
remain earmarked for their own purpose and are therefore set-aside [ muktze ]. 


The Gemara questions this last assertion: If so, what is the reason to say that? 
Obviously, those materials are set-aside. The Gemara explains: Lest you say 
that all these materials are suitable for one to sit on them, and, consequent- 
ly, their legal status is that of utensils, which may be moved. Therefore, the 
baraita teaches us that this is not so, and they may not be moved due to the 
prohibition of set-aside. 
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The Gemara relates that Rav Hisda permitted returning stuffing 

to the pillow" from which it had fallen on Shabbat. Rav Hanan 

bar Hisda raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Hisda from 

a baraita: One may untie the neck opening of a shirt on Shabbat 

ifit had been tied by the launderer; however, one may not open 

a new neck opening for the first time on Shabbat. And one may 
not place soft material into a pillow or into a cushion on a Fes- 
tival, and, needless to say, one may not do so on Shabbat. This 

baraita contradicts the ruling issued by Rav Hisda. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This, the baraita is re- 
ferring to new pillows, whereas that, the statement of Rav Hisda 
is referring to old pillows. Stuffing a pillow for the first time on 
Shabbat is prohibited because by so doing one fashions a new 
utensil. However, if the stuffing fell out of the pillow, refilling the 
pillow is permitted even on Shabbat. 


The Gemara notes: That opinion was also taught in a baraita: One 
may not place soft material as stuffing into a pillow or into a 
cushion on a Festival, and needless to say one may not do so on 
Shabbat. However, if the stuffing fell out, it may be replaced even 
on Shabbat, and needless to say that doing so is permitted on a 
Festival." 


Having raised the issue of opening a collar, the Gemara cites that 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: One who opens a new neck 
opening in a shirt on Shabbat," by cutting through the fabric and 
threads that kept it closed, is liable to bring a sin-offering. By 
creating the opening, he renders the shirt fit to wear, thereby 
fashioning a utensil on Shabbat. 


Rav Kahana strongly objects to this: 


What is the difference between this and the stopper of a wine 
barrel, which the Sages permitted piercing on Shabbat in order to 
serve wine to guests? There, too, by piercing the stopper, he fash- 
ions a utensil. Rava said to him: The cases are not comparable: 
In this case, the neck opening ofa shirt, it is considered a connec- 
tion, i.e., it is an organic part of the weave of the fabric; whereas 
in that case, the stopper of the barrel, it is not considered a con- 
nection. Even though the stopper is sealed in place in the barrel, 
it is a separate entity. When the stopper is pierced, no new vessel 
is fashioned. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised a contradiction before Rabbi Zeira. We 
learned in a mishna: The basting of launderers," garments that 
alaunderer sewed together with loose, temporary stitches to avoid 
losing them; and a ring of keys; and a garment that was sewn 
with a thread of diverse kinds, e.g., a woolen garment that was 
stitched with linen thread, which must be pulled out; even though 
they are attached only temporarily, as they will all eventually be 
separated, it is considered a connection with regard to issues of 
ritual impurity. Ifa source of ritual impurity comes into contact 
with one of the garments, they all become ritually impure, until 
one actually begins to untie them, thereby indicating that he does 
not want them attached. Apparently, even when these items are 
not in use, e.g., after the launderer finished laundering the clothes, 
it is also considered a connection. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES =——¥——————_- 
Stuffing to the pillow - x*1D vb TX: Even though 
this halakha essentially relates to the issue of fashioning 
a utensil, it is nevertheless connected to the previous 
discussion. The halakha that soft material is set-aside ap- 
plies to materials that have not yet been used. However, 
everyone agrees that it is permitted to move materials 
that had already been used as stuffing for a pillow on 
Shabbat (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Permitted returning stuffing to the pillow - xw 
KOIWI KTD ab MTX NPT: It is prohibited to stuff 
a pillow that had never been previously filled even on a 
Festival. It is permitted to refill a pillow even on Shabbat. 
However, one must make certain not to sew the pillow 
after replacing the old stuffing (Mishna Berura; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 340:8). 


One who creates a new neck opening of a shirt on 
Shabbat - nawa Wwa¥7 Ma na: It is prohibited to tear 
open the neck opening of a new shirt on Shabbat. One 
who does so is liable to bring a sin-offering for performing 
the primary category of labor of striking with a hammer, 
i.e., completing production of a vessel. The same is true 
of a shirt in which there had once been a neck open- 
ing, but it was later closed with a permanent knot, or 
sewn together professionally with quality stitching typi- 
cally used by craftsmen (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 317:3). 


HALAKHA 

Basting of launderers, etc. — }*D3i5 bw bbw: Objects 
that are attached to each other, even temporarily, are 
considered joined with regard to ritual impurity, but not 
with regard to the sprinkling of purification waters. For 
example: Garments that a launderer sewed together with 
loose, temporary stitches; a garment that was sewn with 
thread fashioned from a prohibited mixture of wool and 
linen, which must be removed; a temporary key chain; or 
other objects that are attached to each other only tem- 
porarily (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 12:6). 
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BACKGROUND 
The receptacle for the cruse of oil, etc. - 187 ma 
"11: In addition to the large openings into which pots 
are placed, there are several smaller openings that 
serve as receptacles for salt, spices, and oil. 


Stove from Masada 


NOTES 

Ritual impurity through air space - MNA ANA: 
The Sages derived from an inference in the verse 
hat earthenware utensils are subject to a unique 
ritual impurity that does not exist in other utensils: 
mpurity through air space. If the carcass of a creep- 
ing animal, e.g., a rodent, enters the air space of the 
utensil, the utensil becomes ritually impure. It is as if 
he creeping animal came into direct contact with 
he walls of the utensil. With regard to items whose 
ritual impurity is by rabbinic decree, the Sages did 
not always apply this special type of ritual impurity. 
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A stick that one made into an axe handle - ) nwyw bpn 
Dipp: If a piece of wood was fashioned into an axe handle, 
then the wooden handle and the axe head are considered 
joined with regard to ritual impurity. Therefore, if the handle 
comes into contact with a primary source of ritual impurity, 
the axe head also becomes ritually impure, and vice versa. This 
applies only when one is working with the axe. However, if the 
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And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a different mishna: 
With regard to a stick that one made into an axe handle," it is 
considered a connection between the stick and the axe with re- 
gard to issues of ritual impurity when in use. If the axe comes 
into contact with a source of ritual impurity, the stick also be- 
comes ritually impure, and vice versa. By inference: Only when 
the axe is actually in use, yes, it is considered a connection; when 
the axe is not in use, no, it is not considered a connection. 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Yirmeya: There, in the case of the axe, 
when not in use, a person is likely to throw the stick into the 
wood pile, as he is not particular about keeping them together. 
Therefore, it is not considered a connection with regard to ritual 
impurity. Here, with regard to the items listed in the first mishna, 
even when not in use, he prefers that they remain attached. In 
that way, if they get dirty, he can launder them again, as it is 
easier to wash one connected unit than several smaller swatches 
of fabric. Therefore, it is considered a connection with regard to 
ritual impurity. 


In Sura, they taught this following halakha in the name of Rav 
Hisda; in Pumbedita, they taught it in the name of Rav Kahana, 
and some say, it was taught in the name of Rava: Who is the 
tanna who taught this matter stated by the Sages: The status of 
anything connected to an object is like that of the object with 
regard to ritual impurity? 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The tanna in question is Rabbi 
Meir, as we learned in a mishna: The receptacle for the cruse of 
oil,*" and the receptacle for the spices, and the receptacle for the 
lamp that are in the stove become ritually impure through 
contact, i.e., if the wall of the stove becomes ritually impure 
through contact with a creeping animal, the receptacles also be- 
come ritually impure. However, these receptacles do not become 
ritually impure through air space," i.e., if the creeping animal 
were inside the stove but did not come into contact with its walls, 
the stove itself becomes ritually impure, but the receptacles do 
not; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And Rabbi Shimon 
deems the receptacles ritually pure, even if the creeping animal 
came into actual contact with the stove. 


The Gemara analyzes this dispute: Granted, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon; he holds that these receptacles are not 
considered like the stove itself, and therefore they do not become 
ritually impure when the stove becomes ritually impure. How- 
ever, according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, it is difficult. Ifhe 
holds that they are considered like the stove itself, then even if 
the creeping animal was in the stove’s air space, the receptacles 
should also become ritually impure. If he holds that they are 
not considered like the stove itself, then even if the creeping 
animal came into contact with the stove, the receptacles should 
also not become ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


axe or the handle comes in contact with the primary source of 
ritual impurity when not in use, they are not considered joined 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 20:13). 

The receptacle for the cruse of oil — 37 ma: If a stove con- 
tracted ritual impurity through contact with a creeping animal 
or the like, the receptacles on the side of the stove for a cruse 
of oil, spices, or a lamp are considered joined to the stove by 


rabbinic decree and they become ritually impure as well. How- 
ever, if the stove became ritually impure through the creeping 
animal entering its air space without coming in contact with 
its walls, the receptacles on top of the stove remain ritually 
pure. The Sages introduced this distinction to underscore that 
this ritual impurity is by rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 17:5). 
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The Gemara answers: Actually, by Torah law, the receptacles are 
not considered like the stove itself, and the Sages are the ones who 
issued a decree that they become ritually impure due to their prox- 
imity to the stove. The Gemara asks: If the Sages issued a decree 
that they become ritually impure, then even in the case where the 
creeping animal does not come into contact with the walls of the 
oven, but is merely in its air space, the receptacles should also be- 
come ritually impure. 


The Gemara answers: The Sages made a conspicuous distinction, 
so that one will not come to burn his teruma and other conse- 
crated items because of it. There is a severe prohibition to destroy 
teruma or consecrated items. If teruma becomes ritually impure, 
there is an obligation by Torah law to burn it; however, teruma that 
is ritually impure only by rabbinic decree is still fit by Torah law and 
may not be destroyed. Since there is concern that people will come 
to burn teruma even when doing so is prohibited, the Sages made 
a distinction, imposing ritual impurity on the receptacles only if 
the source of impurity came into physical contact with the walls of 
the stove, and not if it merely entered the stove’s airspace. In that 
way, it is clear that the ritual impurity is by rabbinic decree, and one 
will not come to burn teruma and consecrated objects due to that 
impurity. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to scissors made of 
component parts" that are made to come apart and the blade of a 
carpenter’s plane,’ which can be removed from its handle, it is 
considered a connection between the components with regard to 
contracting ritual impurity. If one part becomes ritually impure, the 
other part becomes ritually impure as well. However, it is not con- 
sidered a connection with regard to the sprinkling" of the water 
ofa purification offering. When water of purification is sprinkled on 
these implements in order to purify them from ritual impurity con- 
tracted through contact with a corpse (see Numbers 19:17-19), the 
water must be sprinkled on each part individually. 


The Gemara asks: Whichever way you look at it, there is a difficulty: 
If it is considered a connection, it should be so considered even 
with regard to sprinkling; and ifit is not considered a connection, 
it should not be so considered even with regard to ritual impurity. 
Rava said: By Torah law, when in use, it is considered a connection, 
both with regard to ritual impurity and with regard to sprinkling. 
And when not in use, even if the parts are now together, since they 
are made to eventually come apart and are typically dismantled, it 
is neither considered a connection with regard to ritual impurity 
nor with regard to sprinkling. 


And the Sages issued a decree that it should be considered a con- 
nection with regard to ritual impurity even when not in use, due 
to ritual impurity when in use. If one component becomes ritu- 
ally impure, the other component becomes ritually impure as well. 
And, as a further stringency, they issued a decree that it is not con- 
sidered a connection with regard to sprinkling even when in use, 
due to sprinkling when not in use. The water of purification must 
be sprinkled on each part individually. 


The mishna listed several materials in which food may not be insu- 
lated on Shabbat eve when those materials are moist." A dilemma 
was raised before the Sages: Is the mishna referring specifically to 
materials that are moist due to their own natural state," or is it refer- 
ring perhaps even to materials that are now moist due to some- 
thing else, e.g., because they were soaked by liquid? 


HALAKHA 
Scissors made of component parts - D715 by mian: Uten- 
sils that are made of several attached parts, e.g., scissors or a 
carpenter's plane, are considered joined with regard to con- 
tracting ritual impurity, but not with regard to sprinkling water 
of purification (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 12:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Scissors made of component parts - 0°75 by mys: 


Sketch of scissors made of component parts from Pompeii, from the mishnaic era 


Carpenter's plane = 307: 


Carpenter's plane resembling those from the mishnaic period 


— NOTES ———_____—__- 
Connection with regard to sprinkling - mera nar: When 
a person or a vessel becomes ritually impure with ritual im- 
purity imparted by a corpse, the purification process includes 
sprinkling the water of purification, i.e., water mixed with the 
ashes of the red heifer, cedar-wood, hyssop, and scarlet wool 
on the person or the vessel. There is no fixed measure for the 
purification water to be sprinkled, and purity is achieved with 
the sprinkling of any amount of the water of purification. Since 
the water's contact with any part of the impure vessel suffices 
for ritual purification, it is necessary to define precisely what 
is an essential component of the vessel and what is merely 
appended to the vessel. 


— ~ HALAKHA 

When they are moist - pm {mw pata: According to the Ram- 
bam and the Tur, it is prohibited to insulate a pot of food in 
grapeskins, soft materials, and grass, whether they were moist 
due to their own natural state or their moisture originated from 
an external source. According to the Rosh, if their moisture 
originated from an external source, it is permitted to insulate 
food in them. That is based on the fact that the issue was not 
resolved in the Gemara and in cases of uncertainty with regard 
to matters of rabbinic law, the ruling is lenient (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:1; Beit Yosef, Orah Hayyim 257). 


NOTES 
Moist due to their own natural state — pasy nana pm: Appar- 
ently, the Rambam has a different understanding of the Gema- 
ra: Materials that are moist in their natural state generate less 
heat than materials that become moist from another source. 
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HALAKHA 
One may insulate in a dry garment — Twa» n033 pniu: 
One may insulate a pot of hot food on Shabbat eve in a 
garment, in produce, in feathers, or in wood-shavings, 
as per the mishna, and contrary to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:1, 4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 257:3). 


A clean body for phylacteries — prany 972 qa: One who 
dons phylacteries must be careful that his body is clean, 
as per the explanations of Abaye and Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin U'Mezuza VeSefer Torah 4:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 37:2). 


NOTES 


Donning phylacteries requires a clean body — pram 
12 93 pa: There is a disparity between the basic state- 
ment that phylacteries require a clean body and its ex- 
planation. The commentaries noted that one need not 
be overly pedantic in this respect, since he will thereby 
refrain from fulfilling a mitzva in the Torah. One need only 
be concerned about the restrictions set by Abaye and 
Rava (geonim). 


A clean body like that of Elisha - yor dys maqa: Despite 
he fact that the story in this context does not relate to the 
matter of a clean body but rather to the reason that he is 
called Man of Wings, it is apparent from the statement in 
he Gemara that Elisha was renowned for his clean body. 
Some commentaries suggest that he was called Master of 
Wings because of the cleanliness of his body, as that title 
evokes an angel (Maharsha). 


LANGUAGE 


Official [kasdor] - 31D: The term derives from the Latin 
word quaestor meaning a Roman official who was autho- 
rized to conduct criminal investigations. 
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Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from the materials listed 

in the mishna: And one may neither insulate a pot in straw, nor in 

the residue of grapes that have been pressed for their juice, nor in 

soft materials, nor in grass, when these materials are moist. Grant- 
ed, if you say that the mishna is referring to materials that are moist 

due to something else, this can be well understood, as all of these 

materials can get wet. However, if you say that it is referring to mate- 
rials that are moist due to their own natural state, where do you find 

soft materials that are moist due to their own natural state? Wool is 

dry in its natural state. The Gemara rejects this argument: The mishna 

is referring to a case where the material is made from wool plucked 

from between the thighs of the animal, as that wool is usually damp 

from sweat. 


The Gemara continues with a similar question: And that which Rab- 
bi Oshaya taught in a baraita: One may insulate a pot ofhot food on 

Shabbat eve in a dry garment" and in dry produce, but not in a moist 

garment or in moist produce. Where do you find a ruling pertaining 

to a cloth that is moist due to its own natural state? The Gemara 

answers: Here too, the baraita is referring to a case where the cloth 

was made from wool plucked from between the thighs of the animal. 
The wool was spun and the cloth was woven while the wool was still 

moist. Consequently, there is no conclusive proof whether the mate- 
rials listed in the mishna are prohibited only when naturally moist or 

even if they are moist due to another source. 


MISENA One natn ett ood on shabha 


eve in clothing, in produce, in doves’ wings, 
in a carpenter’s wood-shavings, and in the chaff of fine flax. Rabbi 
Yehuda prohibits doing so when it is fine, and permits doing so when 
it is coarse. 


GEMARA Since doves’ wings were mentioned in the 


mishna, the Gemara cites a related story: 
Rabbi Yannai said: Donning phylacteries requires a clean 
body," like that of Elisha," Man of Wings. The Gemara asks: What 
is the meaning of the statement that donning phylacteries requires a 
clean body? Abaye said: It means that one may not break wind while 
donning them. Rava said: It means that one may not sleep in them. 


The Gemara asks: And why did they call Elisha Man of Wings? Be- 
cause on one occasion the evil kingdom of Rome issued a decree 
against Israel that, as punishment, they would pierce the brain of 
anyone who dons phylacteries. Nevertheless, Elisha would don 
them and defiantly go out to the marketplace. One day, an official 
[kasdor] who was appointed to enforce the decree saw him; Elisha 
ran away from him, and the official ran after him. When the official 
reached him, Elisha removed the phylacteries from his head and 
held them in his hand. The officer asked him: What is that in your 
hand? Elisha said to him: It is merely a dove’s wings. A miracle was 
performed: He opened his hand, and, indeed, it was found to be a 
dove’s wings. Therefore, in commemoration of this miracle, they 
would call him Elisha, Man of Wings. 


The Gemara asks: And what is different about doves’ wings from 
those of other birds that led Elisha to say that he had doves’ wings in 
his hand? The Gemara answers: Because the congregation of Israel 
is likened to a dove, as it is stated: “You shall shine as the wings of 
a dove covered with silver and her pinions with yellow gold” (Psalms 
68:14). Just as this dove, only its wings protect it and it has no other 
means of protection, so too the Jewish people, only mitzvot protect 
them. 


We learned in the mishna: One may insulate food on Shabbat eve in 
a carpenter’s wood-shavings, and in the chaff of fine flax. Rabbi Ye- 
huda prohibits doing so when it is fine, and permits doing so when it 
is coarse. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda referring to the carpenter’s wood-shavings, or is it 
referring to the chaff of flax? 
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The Gemara answers: Come and hear proof as it was taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yehuda says: The legal status of the chaff of fine flax is like that 
of manure, i.e., it adds heat. The Gemara comments: Conclude from it 
that Rabbi Yehuda is referring to the chaff of flax. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, conclude from it. 


MI S H N A One may insulate cooked food on Shabbat eve in 


animal hides and may move those hides on Shab- 
bat. So too, one may insulate food in wool fleece" and, in contrast to hides, 
one may not move the fleece. How, then, does one act if he insulated 
food in fleece, and now wishes to remove the pot? He lifts the cover,” 
which he is permitted to move, and the fleece falls by itself. He need not 
even touch it. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: Ifhe placed the pot in a basket filled with 
fleece, he leans the basket on its side so that the fleece will fall to the side 
and takes the pot. Otherwise, there is concern lest the wool collapse 
when he lifts the pot from the basket. And then, he will be unable to 
replace the pot, as it is prohibited to move the wool to make room for the 
pot, since the woolis set-aside. And the Rabbis disagree and say: He may 


take the pot and afterward replace it. 
G E M A The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yonatan ben 
Akhinai and Rabbi Yonatan ben Elazar sat, and 
Rabbi Hanina bar Hama sat with them, and they raised the following 
dilemma: Did we learn the halakha in the mishna that only the hides of 
a common homeowner may be moved; however, the hides of a crafts- 
man, whose profession is processing hides, since he is particular that 
they not be ruined because they are essential to his work, one may not 
move them on Shabbat? Or, perhaps, we learned the halakha in the 
mishna that even the hides of a craftsman may be moved, and all the 
more so that hides of a common homeowner may be moved. 


Rabbi Yonatan ben Elazar said to them: It stands to reason that we 
learned the halakha in the mishna with regard to the hides ofa common 
homeowner; however, hides ofa craftsman may not be moved, since he 
is particular about them. Rabbi Hanina bar Hama said to them that 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said as follows: 


My father was a tanner, and one Shabbat he said: Bring me hides and 
we will sit on them" (Rabbeinu Hananel). In other words, even the hides 
of a craftsman may be moved on Shabbat. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: With regard to wooden 
boards belonging to a homeowner, one may move them on Shabbat; 
however, those belonging to a craftsman, one may not move them. And 
if, however, he thought to place bread upon them for guests, both these, 
the boards of the homeowner, and those, the boards of the craftsman, 
may be moved." Apparently, the raw materials of a craftsman may not be 
moved on Shabbat. The Gemara answers: Wooden boards are different 
in that one is particular about them that they not be damaged. Hides, 
on the other hand, are not damaged when one sits on them. 


The Gemara cites another proof. Come and hear that which was taught 
in a different baraita: With regard to hides, whether they are tanned or 
whether they are not tanned, it is permitted to move them on Shabbat. 
The Sages said that tanned hides have a unique legal status, distinct from 
the status of hides that have not been tanned only with regard to ritual 
impurity. Only tanned hides become ritually impure. What, is it not 
saying that there is no difference whether they are hides belonging to a 
homeowner and there is no difference whether they are hides belonging 
to a craftsman; in both cases they may be moved on Shabbat? The Ge- 
mara rejects this argument: No, the baraita is referring exclusively to hides 
belonging to a homeowner. 


HALAKHA 


One may insulate in hides...in wool fleece — paaiv 
yI.. prowa: One may insulate a pot of hot food 
in hides or in fleece before Shabbat (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:1). 


In wool fleece and one may not move it...He 
lifts the cover — bwia...pnix poebyn prey vay ma 
*DDT Mx: If one insulated a pot of cooked food in 
fleece on Shabbat eve, even if he did not designate 
it for that purpose, the fleece may be moved on 
Shabbat. This applies only to fleece that was not for 
sale. However, it is prohibited on Shabbat to move 
fleece designated for sale unless one designated it on 
Shabbat eve for insulating food. One who insulated 
a pot of food in fleece without designating it for that 
purpose, lifts the cover and allows the fleece to fall 
by itself. This is only permitted if the pot is at least 
partially visible, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
26:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 259:1). 


HALAKHA 

Bring hides that we may sit on them — prow wea 
roy awn: It is permitted to move dry Re ‘whether 
they belong to a craftsman or to a homeowner, on 
Shabbat. Several commentaries explain that this rul- 
ing applies only to cattle hides that are suitable for 
sitting; however, sheep hides may not be moved, 
unless they were designated for sitting before Shab- 
bat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:25). 


Moving boards - Dp) Dihu: Wooden boards be- 
longing to a homeowner may be moved on Shabbat; 

however, lumber owned by a craftsman may not, 
unless prior to the onset of Shabbat he thought to 

use them to serve bread to guests or for some other 
purpose, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yosei (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:26). 


AAI PID: PEREK IV:49B 227 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


They correspond to labor, his labor, and the 
labor of — NIKY NIKY TINY T3: 
The early commentaries point out that there 
are far more than forty instances of the word 
abor in the Torah. Rabbeinu Hananel subtracts 
rom the total those instances where the term 
appears in connection with the act of Creation, 
where the term appears in conjunction with 
he verb “and He made [vaya‘as],” and when 
he term is used in the phrase “servile labor 
melekhet avoda]” which has a different hala- 
hic connotation from the word labor when it 
stands alone. The remaining total corresponds 
o the tally cited in the Gemara. Support for 
his approach appears in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
Some authorities cite a variant reading 


in which only the term “labor” and “his labor” 


appear; the labor of is omitted. Here, too, the 
remaining total corresponds to the tally cited 
in the Gemara (Sha'ar Efrayim). Another opin- 
ion cited in the Jerusalem Talmud explains 
that the number of primary categories of la- 
bor corresponds to the number of times the 
words avoda, work, and melakha, labor, are 
mentioned in conjunction with construction 
of the Tabernacle. 


They did not move from there until they 
brought a Torah scroll and counted them — 
DIK) min 1D wI w own n x: The un- 
certainty in this case stems from the concern 
that our Torah scrolls are imprecise and unreli- 
able. Therefore, it was necessary to remove 
all doubt and prove that although there are 
differences between Torah scrolls with regard 
to plene and deficient spelling, i.e., inclusion 
or exclusion of the letters vav and yod, there is 
uniformity as far as entire words are concerned. 
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The Gemara asks: But with regard to hides belonging to a craftsman, 
what is the halakha? Is it true that they may not be moved on Shabbat? 

If so, that which was taught in the baraita: The Sages said that the legal 

status of tanned hides is distinct from the status of hides that have not 
been tanned only with regard to ritual impurity; let the tanna of the 

baraita distinguish and teach within the halakhot of Shabbat itself, and 

say: In what case is this statement, that there is no distinction between 

whether or not the hides were tanned, said? It was stated specifically 
with regard to hides belonging to a homeowner. However, with re- 
gard to hides belonging to a craftsman, no, if they were tanned they 
may not be moved. The Gemara answers: Since the entire baraita is 

speaking with regard to hides of a homeowner, it would have been 

forced to elaborate at greater length to introduce the distinction with 

regard to the hides ofa craftsman than it did to introduce the distinction 

with regard to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara notes that this issue is parallel to a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to hides belonging 
to a homeowner, one may move them on Shabbat, and those of a 
craftsman, one may not move them. Rabbi Yosei says: With regard 
to both these, the hides of a homeowner, and those, the hides of a 
craftsman, one may move them. 


The Gemara relates that those same Sages who sat and discussed the 
issue of hides, sat again and they raised a dilemma: That which we 
learned in the mishna: The primary categories of labor, which are 
prohibited by Torah law on Shabbat, are forty-less-one; to what does 
this number correspond? That is to say, what is the source of this 
number? 


Rabbi Hanina bar Hama said to them: They correspond to the labors 
in the Tabernacle. All types of labor that were performed in the Tab- 
ernacle are enumerated as primary categories of labor with respect to 
Shabbat. However, other labors, even if they are significant, are not 
enumerated among the primary categories of labor since they were not 
performed in the Tabernacle. Rabbi Yonatan, son of Rabbi Elazar, said 
to them that so said Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yosei ben Lakonya: 
They correspond to the instances of the words labor, his labor, and 
the labor of," that appear in the Torah a total of forty-less-one times. 


Rav Yosef raised a dilemma: The term his labor is written with regard 

to Joseph: “And it came to pass about this time, that he came into the 

house to do his labor; and there was none of the men of the house 

there within” (Genesis 39:11). Is it included in the count of the thirty- 
nine instances or not? Abaye said to him: And let us bring a Torah 

scroll and count the instances of the word labor and thereby determine 

whether or not there are thirty-nine instances without that one. Didn’t 

Rabba bar bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan said in a case of similar 
uncertainty: They did not move from there until they brought a To- 
rah scroll and counted them?" 


Rav Yosef said to Abaye: I cannot reach a conclusion relying solely on 
a count because there is another instance of the term labor, whose 
meaning is not clear to me. The reason I am uncertain is because it is 
written with regard to the Tabernacle: “For the labor they had was 
sufficient for all the work to do it, and too much” (Exodus 36:7). The 
question arises whether or not this mention of labor is included in the 
count of thirty-nine instances, i.e., whether or not it refers to actual 
labor. And if it does, that verse with regard to Joseph should be under- 
stood in accordance with the opinion of the one who said that the 
expression, to do his labor, is a euphemism. It means that it was to at- 
tend to his needs and engage in relations with Potiphar’s wife that he 
entered. 


Or, perhaps, the verse relating to Joseph: “He came into the house to 
do his labor,’ is included in the count, and it refers to actual labor. And 
this verse: “The labor they had was sufficient,” is saying the following: 
That they completed the preparatory labor, i.e., they brought all the 
materials, not that they engaged in the actual labor. Let the uncertainty 
stand unresolved. 
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With regard to the matter itself, it was taught in a baraita in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the one who said that the thirty-nine 
labors of Shabbat correspond to the labors performed in the Tab- 
ernacle. As it was taught in a baraita: One is only liable for per- 
forming a labor to which there was a corresponding labor in the 
Tabernacle. They sowed in order to grow dyes for the Tabernacle, 
and therefore you may not sow on Shabbat. They reaped," and 
therefore you may not reap on Shabbat. 


They lifted the boards from the ground in the wilderness, which 
is a public domain, and placed them into the wagon, which is a 
private domain, and therefore you shall not carry objects in from 
the public domain to the private domain on Shabbat. They 
lowered the boards from the wagon to the ground, and therefore 
you shall not carry objects out from the private domain to the 
public domain on Shabbat. They took boards and other objects out 
and passed them from wagon to wagon, i.e., from one private 
domain to another private domain, and therefore you shall not take 
objects out from one private domain to another private domain 
on Shabbat. 


The Gemara expresses astonishment with regard to the last clause 
of the baraita: One who takes an object out from one private 
domain to another private domain, what prohibited labor is he 
thereby performing? The Gemara answers: It was Abaye and Rava 
who both said, and some say that it was Rav Adda bar Ahava who 
said: This is referring to taking an object out from one private 
domain to another private domain via the public domain, as the 
space between the two wagons in the wilderness was a public 
domain. 


We learned in the mishna: One may insulate food in wool fleece, 
and he may not move it." Rava said: This halakha that fleece may 
not be moved on Shabbat applies only to a case where one did not 
insulate food in it. Only in that case is it set-aside. However, if one 
insulated cooked food in it, he may move it. By insulating food in 
the fleece, he indicated that he intends to use it on Shabbat. 


A certain Sage for whom it was his first day" in that study hall raised 
an objection to Rava from our mishna: One may insulate food in 
wool fleece, and one may not move it. How, then, does he act if he 
insulated food in wool fleece and now wishes to remove the pot? 


He lifts the cover, which he is permitted to move, and the wool 
fleece falls by itself. Contrary to Rava's statement, even wool fleece 
in which a person insulated food may not be moved on Shabbat. 


Rather, if it was stated, it was stated as follows: Rava said: This 
halakha that wool fleece may not be moved on Shabbat applies only 
in a case where one did not designate it for insulating food. How- 
ever, if he designated it for insulating food, one may move it, as 
in that case, it is no longer set-aside. 


It was also stated that when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Ba- 
bylonia, he said that Rabbi Ya’akov said that Rabbi Asi ben Shaul 
said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: This halakha that wool fleece 
may not be moved on Shabbat applies only in a case where one did 
not designate it for insulating food. However, if one designated 
it for insulating food, he may move it. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 

They sowed...they reaped - 9%? 07...39% OF: What 
sowing and harvesting were performed in the Tabernacle? 
There are two answers: (1) In the context of the sacrifi- 
cial service, meal-offerings made from wheat flour were 
offered. The entire sequence of agricultural labors was 
required to grow wheat. (2) The Gemara indicates that all 
these labors were necessary for the construction of the 
Tabernacle itself. All of the labors were necessary to grow 
the plants used to dye the various components of the tent 
and the priestly vestments (geonim). 


A certain Sage for whom it was his first day — paya xn 

Fa 33: In similar fashion, the Gemara in tractate Zevahim 

(57a) records an important statement by a new student. 
Some commentaries suggest that the reference in this 

context is to Rav Idi, who was unable to visit the study 

hall more than one day every three months because of his 

business concerns and he was called the “one-day student 
of the study hall” (Hagiga 5a). Here, the Gemara sought to 

praise him (Arukh; Rav Nissim Gaon). The Gemara’s empha- 
sis on the fact that it was the questioner’s first day teaches 

that even though he lacked seniority in that study hall, he 

was capable of asking significant questions. 


HALAKHA 


One may insulate food in wool fleece, and he may not 
move it - povden PX) Way 24: If one insulated a pot of 
food in fleece, the fleece may be moved on Shabbat even 
if it was not designated for that purpose, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava. This applies only to fleece that 
is not for sale. However, fleece that is for sale must be des- 
ignated for the purpose of insulating food prior to Shab- 
bat. Only then may it be moved (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 259:1). 
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HALAKHA 


They taught about woolen fleece from a merchant's shelves — 
ww pron bwa: Fleece designated for storage may not be moved 
on Shabbat. However, it is permitted to move undesignated 
fleece, as the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Ravina 
(according to Tosafot and the Rosh, as opposed to Rif and Ram- 
bam). This is based on the understanding that Ravina and Rava 
are of the same opinion, and because the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the later authority (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 259:1). 


He sits, even though he did not tie them and even though 
he did not have that in mind - by 9%) Wp Nhw a by qy awi 
awn Kow 19: The branches of a palm tree that were cut for the 
sake offirewood are set-aside and may not be moved on Shabbat. 
However, if one sat on them on Shabbat eve, their status changes 
and it is then permitted to sit on them on Shabbat. All the more 
so, it is permitted if one tied them together in order to sit on them, 
or if one had in mind before Shabbat that he was going to sit on 
them. It is also permitted to sit on them if his intention was to 
sit on them during the week. This is based upon the opinion of 
Rav Asi, which is supported by the Josefta (Rosh), as well as upon 
the opinion of Rav Ashi, who is the latest authority to express an 
opinion (Josafot). In addition, his opinion can be reconciled with 
that of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 25:21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:20). 


LANGUAGE 
Merchant's shelves [heftek] - pnay: Apparently, this is a differ- 
ent form of the Greek word dsto8iyKn, apoteke, which means 
collateral or a surface upon which to place objects. Rav Hai Gaon 
understands the word heftek in this context to mean a large, 
basket-like utensil. 


BACKGROUND 


Hard branches of a palm tree —bprbw nin: This is a reference 
to the dried branches of a palm tree. The young branches of the 
palm extend upward at an angle with their leaves spread apart. 
With the growth of new branches, the older branches begin to 
face downward, and their leaves draw closer together. At this 
stage, the older branches are usually cut for firewood or other 
purposes. 


Palm tree 
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Ravina said: In fact, Rava’s statement can be understood as it was 

originally understood, i.e., one who insulated food in wool fleece 

may move it because it is considered designated for insulating 
food. In the mishna that indicates otherwise they taught about 

wool fleece taken from a merchant’s shelves [heftek]."™! That wool 

was certainly not designated for insulating food. It will be returned 

to those shelves to be sold. Therefore, it is set-aside for that pur- 
pose and may not be moved on Shabbat, even ifit is used to insu- 
late food. That was also taught in a baraita: With regard to wool 

fleece taken from a merchant’s shelves, one may not move it on 

Shabbat. And if a homeowner prepared the fleece to use it, one 

may move it. 


With regard to the question of what can be done to permit use of 
items ordinarily set-aside on Shabbat, Rabba bar bar Hana taught 
the following baraita before Rav: With regard to hard branches 
ofa palm tree’ that one cut for fire wood or for construction, and 
then he reconsidered their designation and decided to use them 
for sitting, he must tie the branches together on Shabbat eve. This 
allows him to move them on Shabbat like any other household 
utensil. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: He need not tie them 
together and, nevertheless, he is permitted to move them. Rabba 
bar bar Hana taught the baraita, and he said about it that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel. 


On that same topic, it was stated that Rav said: He ties the 
branches together on Shabbat eve. And Shmuel said: If he mere- 
ly has in mind on Shabbat eve that he wishes to sit on them on 
Shabbat, he need not tie them together. And Rav Asi said: If he 
even briefly sits" on them on Shabbat eve, sitting on the branches 
is permitted the next day, even though he did not tie them to- 
gether and even though he did not have that in mind." 


The Gemara comments: Granted, Rav, he stated his opinion in 
accordance with the unattributed opinion of the first tanna of 
the baraita, and Shmuel, too, he stated his opinion in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. However, in 
accordance with whose opinion did Rav Asi state his opinion? 
Apparently, he disagrees with both tanna’im who expressed an 
opinion on the issue. 


NOTES 


They taught about wool fleece from a merchant's shelves — 
ww pnag bwa: Apparently, Ravina's statement explains the 
mishna, which deals exclusively with a fleece designated for 
sale. Therefore, it is no longer necessary to interpret Rava's 
statement as referring to a case where the fleece was not des- 
ignated for insulating a pot of food. These two opinions ap- 
pear in the Jerusalem Talmud as well (Rosh; Ritva; see Tosafot). 


And Rav Asi said — Wax *p% AN: The Ramban holds that 
Rav Asi disagrees even with the opinion of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel. Other commentaries explain that Rav Asi does 
not disagree with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel; rather, he 
explains his opinion. According to that interpretation, when 
the Gemara asks: But in accordance with whose opinion did 


Rav Asi state his opinion? It is seeking an explicit source for 
Rav Asis understanding because the statement of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel can be interpreted in accordance with 
Shmuel’s opinion as well (Ritva). 


If he has in mind...sits - aw¥...awin: Although, ostensibly, 
sitting on branches before Shabbat is more significant prepa- 
ration than merely having them in mind, the Gemara seems 
to indicate otherwise. Since the issue at hand is preparing an 
object for Shabbat use and removing it from the category 
of set-aside, using the object alone does not accomplish 
that objective. However, by having the object in mind, one 
indicates that his intention is not to set the object aside from 
use on Shabbat (Ran). 
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The Gemara explains: Rav Asi stated his opinion in accordance with the 
opinion of this tanna, as it was taught in the Tosefta: One may go out 
into a public domain on Shabbat with combed flax [pakorin]"* or 
combed wool covering a wound, when he previously dipped them in oil 
and tied them to the wound with twine. Ifhe did not dip them in oil or 
tie them with twine, he may not go out into the public domain with 
them. And if he went out with them for a brief period on Shabbat eve 
while it was still day, even if he did not dip them in oil or tie them with 
twine, he is permitted to go out with them on Shabbat. Apparently, there 
is a tanna who maintains that using an item before Shabbat enables one 
to use it on Shabbat as well. No additional steps are necessary. 


Rav Ashi said: We too have also learned in a mishna: Straw that is piled 
ona bed to be used for fuel or mixed with clay is set aside for that purpose 
and may not be moved. Therefore, one who seeks to lie on the bed may 
not move the straw with his hand, but he may move it with his body, as 
this is not the typical way of moving straw. However, if that straw had 
been designated as animal feed, or if there was a pillow or sheet spread 
over it on Shabbat eve while it was still day and he lay on it before Shab- 
bat, he may move it with his hand. Apparently, even brief use before 
Shabbat suffices to permit use on Shabbat as well. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, conclude from it that there is a tannaitic opinion in accordance 
with which Rav Asi stated his opinion. 


The Gemara asks: And who is the unnamed tanna who disagrees with 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel in the baraita cited above? He holds that 
in order to use palm branches for sitting, one must perform an action, e.g., 
tie them together, before Shabbat? The Gemara answers: It is Rabbi 
Hanina ben Akiva, as when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Ba- 
bylonia, he said that Ze’iri said that Rabbi Hanina said: Rabbi Hanina 
ben Akiva once went to a certain place on Shabbat eve and found there 
hard branches of a palm tree that they had cut for fire wood. And he 
said to his disciples: Go out and have in mind that you will use them so 
that we will be permitted to sit on them tomorrow, on Shabbat. And, 
Ze iri added, I do not know if the house where Rabbi Hanina ben Akiva 
went was the house of a wedding feast or if it was the house of 
mourning.’ 


The Gemara explains: From the fact that Ze’iri said: I do not know wheth- 
er it was the house of a wedding feast or the house of mourning, it may 
be inferred that this halakha applies specifically to the house of mourn- 
ing or the house of a feast because they are preoccupied with other 
matters and do not have time to tie the wood. However, here, in ordinary 
circumstances, if he tied the branches together, yes, it is permitted to sit 
on them on Shabbat; ifhe did not tie them together, no, itis not permitted. 


Rav Yehuda said: A person may bring a basket full of earth into his 
house" on Shabbat eve, pour it on the floor, and use it for all his needs 
on Shabbat, e.g., to cover excrement. Mar Zutra taught in the name of 
Mar Zutra Rabba: That applies only if he designated a specific corner 
in his house for the earth. 


The Sages said before Rav Pappa: In accordance with whose opinion 
was this last ruling taught, that designating a place for the earth is sufficient 
to permit its use on Shabbat? It must have been taught in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with respect to palm 
branches, as if it was taught in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 
bis, didn’t they say that in order to permit use of an object that is set-aside 
on Shabbat, we require an action, e.g., tying the palm branches together? 
Thought alone is insufficient. 


Rav Pappa said to them: Even if you say that the halakha was taught in 

accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, the Rabbis stated their 
opinion that we require an action, only with regard to something with 

which it is possible to perform a preparatory action. However, with 

regard to something with which it is not possible to perform a prepara- 
tory action, no, they did not require an action. Since it is not possible to 

perform a preparatory action with the earth, one is permitted to use the 

earth by means of thought alone. 


HALAKHA 

One may go out with combed flax — pripaa prrvir: 
With regard to a bandage, if his intention before 
Shabbat was to place it on a wound, he indicates 
that it is designated for use as a bandage if he places 
it on the wound for a brief period, immerses it in oil, 
or ties it in a manner that prepares it to be placed 
on a wound. Therefore, it is not set-aside and it is 
permitted to move it on Shabbat, as per the barai- 
ta. However, there are those who are stringent in 
this matter, based on the opinions of the Rif and the 
Rambam (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
19:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:24). 


A person may bring a basket full of earth into his 
house - 33X inap xb DT% D912: A person may 
bring a container full of earth into his house before 
Shabbat, pour it on the floor, and then use it for all of 
his household needs on Shabbat, according to Rabbi 
Yehuda. This halakha applies only if one designated 
a specific place in the house for the earth, according 
to Mar Zutra (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 25:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:38, 498:17). 


LANGUAGE 
Combed flax [pakorin] — }»1i9: The word is a di- 
minutive from the Greek word zt6Kog, pokos, mean- 
ing wool or fleece. 


BACKGROUND 
Combed flax — pipa: According to Rav Hai Gaon, 
pakorin refers to a hairpiece worn by men, fashioned 
from a dyed woolen fleece. If it was not prepared 
before Shabbat, it may not be worn on Shabbat be- 
cause it is set-aside. 


NOTES 
The house of a feast and the house of mourning - 
baxa ma anwan Ma: The Ritva teaches that it was 
Rabbi Hanina ben Akiva who said that he does not 
know whether it was the house of a wedding feast 
or a house of mourning. From his explicit statement, 
it was understood that he permitted use of the palm 
branches only in special circumstances. When there 
are no special circumstances, he prohibited their use. 
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HALAKHA 

One may clean utensils with any type of cleaning agent - 
Dba ny paga: One may clean utensils on Shabbat with 
different cleaning agents. The exception is cleaning silver 
utensils with potassium bitartrate, cream of tartar, a by-prod- 
uct of winemaking, that was dried and hardened (Shulhan 
Arukh) because in so doing, he removes a thin layer of the 
silver, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 23:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 323:9). 


LANGUAGE 
White earth [gartekon] — jips: From the Latin creticum, 
or possibly from the Greek kpytiKoy, kretikon, meaning 
chalk or limestone. 


Perek IV 
Daf50 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
Nazirite — ta: A nazirite is permitted to wash his hair with 
his hands. He is prohibited to comb it or to wash it with earth, 
as that will certainly sever his hair. However, if he did so, he 
is not flogged with lashes, as per the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:14). 


NOTES 

A nazirite may wash his hair and separate it — }9in m3 
papa: The term wash [hofef] denotes rubbing and 
smoothing. Some commentaries had a variant reading: 
Rabbi Shimon said, etc. In that version of the text, it is a ba- 
raita, as there is no mention of Rabbi Shimon in the mishna. 
However, even without that addition, it is clear that the 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
as explained in tractate Nazir. Only Rabbi Shimon permits 
an unintentional act from which a prohibited result might 
ensue (Rashba and others). 
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The Gemara asks: Let us say that this issue, whether or not an action 
is required in that case, is parallel to a dispute among the tanna’im. 
As it was taught in one baraita: One may clean utensils on Shabbat 
with any type of cleaning agent," except for silver utensils with 
cream of tartar [gartekon],' as that not only polishes the silver, but 
also smooths it. By inference: Cleaning with natron and sand is 
permitted. 


Wasn’t it taught in the Tosefta: Cleaning with natron and sand is 
prohibited on Shabbat? What, is it not that they disagree with 
regard to this following point? That one Sage, who prohibits use 
of sand on Shabbat, holds that an action is required in order to 
permit the use of items that would otherwise be set-aside on Shab- 
bat. Since it is impossible to perform an action with sand, its use is 
prohibited. And the other Sage, who permits use of sand, holds that 
an action is not required. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: No, everyone agrees that an 
action is not required; and, nevertheless, it is not difficult. This 
baraita, which prohibits use of sand and natron, is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda; that baraita, which permits their 
use, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara elaborates: This baraita, which prohibits use of sand 
and natron, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who said with regard to the laws of Shabbat in general that an un- 
intentional act is prohibited. It is prohibited to perform an other- 
wise permitted action from which an unintended prohibited labor 
ensues. Therefore, cleaning a silver utensil with sand or natron is 
prohibited because he thereby unintentionally smooths the utensil, 
which is prohibited on Shabbat. That baraita, which permits the use 
of sand and natron, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who said that an unintentional act is permitted. 


The Gemara raises an objection: In what manner did you establish 
that baraita, which permits the use of sand and natron? You estab- 
lished it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. If so, 
say the latter clause of that same baraita: However, one may not 
wash his hair with them on Shabbat. And, if it is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, he permits doing so. As we learned 
in a mishna: 


A nazirite," for whom it is prohibited to cut his hair, may wash his 
hair with sand and natron and separate it" with his fingers; how- 
ever, he may not comb it, as combing will certainly cause hair to 
fall out. Apparently, Rabbi Shimon permits washing hair even in a 
case where it is prohibited to cause hair to fall out; in his opinion, 
the fact that washing one’s hair might inadvertently cause that to 
happen is not a source of concern. 


Rather, both this baraita and that baraita, which disagree with re- 
gard to cleaning silver utensils with sand and natron, are in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that an unin- 
tentional act is prohibited. And there are two tanna’im in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. They disagree with 
regard to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion. This tanna, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that sand and natron scrape 
and smooth the utensils. Therefore, their use on Shabbat is prohib- 
ited. And that tanna, also in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Yehuda, holds that sand and natron do not scrape and smooth 
the utensils. Therefore, their use on Shabbat is permitted. 
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The Gemara raises an objection: How did you establish that baraita? 
It was in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. If so, say the 
latter clause of the baraita: But his face, his hands, and his feet, it is 
permitted to wash with sand and natron. Doesn't he thereby cause 
hair to fall out? It should be prohibited according to Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that the permission to wash 
one’s face with sand and natron refers to a child; and if you wish, say 
instead that it refers to a woman; and if you wish, say instead that it 
refers to a eunuch. All of them have no facial hair, and that is why 
there is no concern that use of sand and natron to clean their faces 
will cause hair to fall out. 


The Gemara continues: Rav Yehuda said: Washing one’s face with 
powdered frankincense (Rav Hai Gaon) is permitted on Shabbat, 
even if he has a beard, as it does not cause hair to fall out. Rav Yosef 
said: Washing with the solid residue of jasmine from which its fra- 
grant oil was squeezed is permitted. Rava said: Washing with ground 
pepper is permitted. Rav Sheshet said: Washing with berada is 
permitted on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: What is berada? Rav Yosef said: It is a mixture of 
one-third aloe,’ one-third myrtle, and one-third violets. Rav 
Nehemya bar Yosef said: Everywhere that there is a mixture with 
no majority of aloe," it may well be used. Even if the mixture contains 
more than a third aloe, as long as it constitutes less than a majority, it 
does not cause hair to fall out. 


The Sages raised a dilemma before Rav Sheshet: What is the halakha 
with regard to splitting olives on a rock on Shabbat in order to wash 
with the oil that oozes from them (geonim)? He said to them: And 
did they permit doing so on a weekday? Rav Sheshet holds that 
crushing olives in that manner is prohibited even during the week 
because it involves ruining food. After the olives are split in that 
manner, they are no longer fit for consumption. 


The Gemara comments: Let us say that Rav Sheshet disagrees with 
the opinion of Shmuel. As Shmuel said: A person may perform all 
his needs with bread," and he need not be concerned that it might 
be ruined. The Sages said in response: Rav Sheshet does not neces- 
sarily disagree with Shmuel. Using bread does not render it disgust- 
ing and inedible; splitting these olives renders them disgusting and 
inedible. 


The Gemara relates that Ameimar, Mar Zutra, and Rav Ashi were 
sitting on Shabbat, and they brought berada before them for wash- 
ing. Ameimar and Rav Ashi washed with it; Mar Zutra did not wash. 
They said to him: Doesn’t the Master hold in accordance with that 
which Rav Sheshet said: Washing with berada is permitted on Shab- 
bat? Rav Mordekhai, who was also there, said to them: Except for 
him, the Master; i.e., do not draw conclusions from Mar Zutra, as he 
does not hold that one is permitted to use berada, even on a weekday. 


Mar Zutra holds in accordance with that which was taught in a ba- 
raita: A person may scrape off dried excrement crusts and scabs of 
a wound that are on his flesh because of the pain that they are caus- 
ing him. However, ifhe does so in order to clean and beautify himself, 
it is prohibited.’ According to the tanna of this baraita, it is prohib- 
ited to adorn or beautify oneself, as the verse: “Neither shall a man 
put on a woman’s garment” (Deuteronomy 22:5) prohibits dressing 
or conducting oneself in the manner of women. 


The Gemara asks: And Ameimar and Rav Ashi, who permit use of 
berada, in accordance with whose opinion do they hold? They hold 
in accordance with that which was taught in a baraita: A person 
must wash his face, his hands, and his feet every day for the sake of 
his Maker, as it is stated: “The Lord has made everything for His 
own purpose” (Proverbs 16:4). Every beautiful thing that exists in 
the world sings the praise of God Who created beautiful things. There- 
fore, it is appropriate for one to beautify himself in praise of God. 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Aloe - Kony: Certain plants named ahal are indigenous 
to Eretz Yisrael. One of them is the crystalline ice-plant, 
Mesembrianthemum cristalinum L., an annual plant that 
grows on rocks and walls facing the ocean in the Sha- 
ron region and the coastal plain. It is called crystalline 
ice-plant because of its glistening vesicles that resemble 
crystals. This plant contains a considerable amount of soda 
which was used for laundry and bathing. 


Aloe plant 


HALAKHA 


Anywhere that there is a mixture with no majority of 
aloe - vaw dare san xaT a da: On Shabbat, it is 
permitted to wash one’s face, even if he has a beard, as 
well as his hands and feet with cleaning agents that will 
not inevitably cause his hair to fall out. It is also permitted 
to utilize liquids containing ingredients that when used 
alone would definitely cause his hair to be severed, as 
long as those ingredients do not constitute the majority 
of the liquid (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
22:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:9). 


A person may perform all his needs with bread - nwiy 
naa iatis da DT: It is permitted to use food for purposes 

other than eating, as long as the food will remain ed- 
ible afterward, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel 

(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1711). 


NOTES 


If in order to beautify himself, it is prohibited - ox 
TID mat bawa: The verse: “A woman shall not wear 
that which pertains to a man, neither shall a man put on 
a woman's garment” (Deuteronomy 22:5) is the source that 
not only prohibits members of one gender from wearing 
clothes unique to the other gender, but also prohibits 
men from wearing ornaments or undergoing cosmetic 
treatments unique to women. According to some authori- 
ties, any ornament or treatment that has no health benefit 
is by definition a practice unique to women and a man 
who engages in those practices violates the prohibition. 
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HALAKHA 

If the cavity was destroyed — xaa appa DX: If one 
insulated a pot of food in soft materials that were desig- 
nated for sale and set-aside, and when he removed the 
pot, the cavity in which it was placed collapsed, he may 
not return the pot to its place. The Rambam prohibits 
doing so even if the materials were not designated for 
sale and set-aside (Beit Yosef, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
259:3). 


With regard to this fragrant daffodil branch, one in- 
serted it and pulled it out, etc. - Ax MADDY. NT 
^D) naw: If one inserted a branch into the ground with 
he intention that it will not take root, and it has not yet 
aken root, it is permitted to pull it out of the ground 
and even to replace it in the ground on Shabbat. That is 
he case even if he did not pull it out before Shabbat, as 
here is no room for stringency here, in accordance with 
Rav Ketina’s objection (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 25:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 336:6). 


This knife that is between bricks — ‘211K YIT KYDD NT: 
f a knife was stuck between bricks on Shabbat eve, one 
may remove it and reinsert it on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). 
f a knife was stuck into a barrel, the common practice is 
o permit removing and reinserting it only if one stuck it 
and removed it before Shabbat (Rema, according to the 
Terumat HaDeshen), otherwise he appears to be making 
anew hole (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
314:1, 12 and Mishna Berura). 
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If the cavity was destroyed - xai aopbpn: According to 
Rashi and those who adopted his approach, the concern with 
regard to returning a pot to a cavity whose sides collapsed 
only applies where the pot of food was insulated in material 


that may not be moved on Shabbat because it is set-aside. 


The Rambam, however, holds that the concern applies in all 
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NOTES 


We learned in the mishna: Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: Ifhe placed 
the pot in a basket filled with fleece, he leans the basket on its side 
so that the fleece will fall to the side of the pot, and takes the pot. 
Otherwise, there is room for concern lest the wool collapse when he 
lifts the pot from the basket. Then he will be unable to replace the pot. 
It is prohibited to move the fleece to make room for the pot, since the 
fleece is set-aside. However, the Rabbis disagree and say: He may lift 
the pot and afterward replace it. Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Ashi said that Rav said: Everyone agrees, even the Rabbis, that 
if the cavity in which the pot had been placed was destroyed,"" its 
walls having collapsed inward, it is prohibited to return the pot to 
the basket. 


The Gemara asks, based on what we learned in the mishna. And the 
Rabbis say: He may lift the pot and afterward replace it. The Ge- 
mara elaborates: What are the circumstances? If the cavity in which 
the pot had been placed was not destroyed, the Rabbis say fittingly 
that it is permitted to replace the pot; why would Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya prohibit the practice? Rather, is it not that the Rabbis permit 
returning the pot even though the cavity was destroyed? Appar- 
ently, that is the subject of the dispute in the mishna. 


The Gemara rejects this: No, actually, everyone agrees that if the cav- 
ity was destroyed, it is prohibited to return the pot to the basket. The 
mishna is dealing with a case where the cavity was not destroyed, 
and here the tanna’im disagree with regard to whether or not one 
need be concerned lest, if one is allowed to remove the pot from the 
basket without tilting it to the side, the cavity be destroyed and he will 
come to return the pot to the basket anyway. One Sage, Rabbi Elazar 
ben Azarya, holds that one need be concerned lest the cavity be 
destroyed and he return the pot anyway; and the other Sage, a refer- 
ence to the Rabbis, holds that one need not be concerned about that. 


The Gemara records several rulings with regard to placing an object 
into another object that is set-aside. Rav Huna said: With regard to 
this fragrant daffodil branch that was kept in a pot of moist earth in 
the house; if on Shabbat eve one inserted it into the earth, then pulled 
it out," and then inserted it again into the earth, it is permitted to 
pull it out again on Shabbat. By inserting it and then pulling it out, he 
has already widened the cavity in which the branch was placed. There 
is no room for concern that when he pulls it out again on Shabbat he 
will cause earth to shift from its place. And if he did not do so on 
Shabbat eve, it is prohibited to pull it out on Shabbat. 


Shmuel said: This knife that is stored between bricks;" if one stuck 
it between the bricks on Shabbat eve, pulled it out, and then stuck 
it between the bricks, it is permitted to pull it out on Shabbat. And 
ifhe did not do so on Shabbat eve, it is prohibited to pull it out on 
Shabbat. 


Mar Zutra, and some say Rav Ashi, said: Placing a knife between 
the branches of a hedge of reeds (ge’onim) may well be done and there 
is no concern lest one come to cut the reeds when he removes it. 


Rav Mordekhai said to Rava: Rav Ketina raised a conclusive refu- 
tation of the opinions of Rav Huna and Shmuel from that which we 
learned in a mishna: With regard to one who conceals a turnip or 
radish in the ground beneath a vine for safekeeping, if some of its 
leaves were showing," allowing access to pull the turnip or the radish 
from the ground, he need not be concerned 


circumstances. Reforming the cavity and insulating the pot 
within it has the legal status of insulating the food anew on 
Shabbat, which is prohibited. 

Some of its leaves were showing — Dyan voy nypa: The 
variant reading of the geonim is: With some of them showing. 
Turnips or radishes, which grow entirely underground with only 


their leaves showing, are considered planted with regard to 
land-based mitzvot. Even according to Rashi’s reading: Some 
of its leaves were showing, this halakha is applicable only to 
Shabbat. However, with regard to the other halakhot listed in 
the mishna, part of the vegetable itself must also be visible 
above the ground (Meiri). 
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due to diverse kinds, i.e., that he violated the prohibition of plant- 
ing food crops in a vineyard, as he did not commit an act of plant- 
ing; nor due to concern that he violated the prohibition against 
working the land during the Sabbatical Year; nor due to tithes, 
i.e, that it would be considered as if he picked it from the ground 
and would be obligated to tithe it; and they may be taken from 
the ground on Shabbat. Even if most of the turnip or radish is 
underground, it is permitted to pull it from the ground on Shabbat. 
One need not be concerned about causing the earth to move. Ap- 
parently, this contradicts the opinions of Rav Huna and Shmuel, 
who were concerned about causing earth to move on Shabbat. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, this is a conclusive refutation of the 
opinions of Rav Huna and Shmuel. 


MI S HNA If one did not cover a pot of cooked food 

on Shabbat eve while it was still day, he 
may not cover it after dark. However, if one covered it while it 
was still day and it was uncovered" on Shabbat, he is permitted 
to cover it even on Shabbat. One may fill a jug with cold water on 
Shabbat and place it beneath a pillow or a cushion to prevent it 
from getting warm. 


G E M ARA Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is 


permitted to insulate the cold food™ on 
Shabbat to keep it cold. There is no concern that this will lead one 
to insulate hot food on Shabbat to keep it hot. Rav Yosef said: 
What is Shmuel teaching us with this statement? We already 
learned in our mishna: One may fill a jug with cold water on 
Shabbat and place it beneath a pillow or a mattress to prevent it 
from getting warm. 


Abaye said to him: He teaches us a great deal. As, if it had been 
learned from the mishna alone, I would have said that the ruling 
that one is permitted to insulate cold food applies only to some- 
thing that is not ordinarily insulated when it is hot. However, 
something that is commonly insulated when it is hot, no, it may 
not be insulated even when it is cold. Therefore, Shmuel teaches 
us that this is allowed even in the case of something which is com- 
monly insulated when it is hot. 


Rav Huna said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: It is prohibited 
to insulate cold food on Shabbat to keep it cold. The Gemara 
raises an objection: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi permitted cold food to be insulated on Shabbat? 
The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This statement was 
made before he heard the ruling of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rab- 
bi Yosei; that statement in the baraita was made after he heard it. 
As in that incident where Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi sat and said: It 
is prohibited to insulate cold food on Shabbat to keep it cold, 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei,” said before him: Father 
permitted insulating cold food on Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi said: I retract my previous statement, as the Elder, Rabbi 
Yosei, has already issued a ruling on this topic, and I defer to his 
ruling. 


Rav Pappa said: Come and see how much they loved each 
other." Had Rabbi Yosei still been alive, he would have been 
subordinate to and sitting before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi as his 
student, as Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, who took his 
father’s place and was as great a Torah scholar as his father, was 
subordinate to and sitting before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi as his 
student. And, nevertheless, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The Elder 
has already issued a ruling on this topic, and he deferred to Rabbi 
Yosei’s ruling. 


HALAKHA 


If one covered it and it was uncovered — aban ya: It is 

permitted to replace the cover on a pot of cooked food that 
one insulated on Shabbat eve if it became uncovered on 

Shabbat, as per our mishna. However, if it became uncov- 
ered on Shabbat eve, prior to Shabbat, one may not cover 
it on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 257:4). 


It is permitted to insulate cold food - nx pao ama 
pix: It is permitted to insulate a pot of cold food on Shab- 
bat in a substance that does not add heat to preserve the 
temperature of the food or to temper its chill. Even an im- 
portant person is permitted to do this. However, it is prohib- 
ited to insulate the cold pot in a substance that adds heat 
even before Shabbat. This ruling is in accordance with the 
statement of Rav and the custom of Rav Nahman and not 
in accordance with Rabbi Ami’s angry reaction (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 257:6). 


NOTES 


It is permitted to insulate cold food - nx pava ama 
pix: The geonim understood this differently than did Rashi, 
who explained that the intention is to insulate the food to 
keep it cold. They explained that the intention is to heat 
it. However, even according to their opinion, heating the 
food is prohibited. Tempering its chill is permitted (Ram- 
bam; Ramban; Rashba). The opinion cited in the Jerusalem 
Talmud seems closer to Rashi’s opinion. 


How much they loved each other - nx m paama 7123 
mt: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was the head of the Sanhedrin. 

Traditionally, the authority of the Nasi was greater than that 
of any other Torah scholar of his generation, and he had 

the power to override the opinions of the other Sages. This 
was true in the generations when the Nasi was among the 
leading Sages. In later generations during the talmudic pe- 
riod, the Nasi was subject to the authority of the prominent 
Torah scholars of the generation. Nevertheless, given Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi’s great humility, he acquiesced to Rabbi 

Yosei’s opinion (Meiri). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi felt special 

affection and esteem for Rabbi Yosei both in terms of his 
Torah knowledge and his pious behavior. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei - >? vara xy D: 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, was a member of the 
last generation of tannaiim, during which the Mishna was 
completed. He was the most renowned son of Rabbi Yosei 
ben Halafta, who is the Rabbi Yosei most commonly cited 
in the Mishna. 
Rabbi Yishmael was a disciple-colleague of Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi, and was apparently the same age or even 
slightly older than the Nasi. Rabbi Yishmael accepted the 
authority of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, but always emphasized 
that he received the bulk of his Torah from his father, whom 
he regarded as a greater Torah authority than Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi held Rabbi Yishmael in high 
esteem largely due to the fact that he was the son of Rabbi 
Yosei and transmitted the teachings of his father, whom 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi revered. 
Rabbi Yishmael was once appointed by the authorities 
as chief of police and apparently left Eretz Yisrael for a brief 
period to avoid assuming that position. He was a close 
friend of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai. Many 
anecdotes recorded in the Talmud speak of his sharp mind 
and keen intellect, both in conversations with his friends 
and with the interpretation of dreams. 
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—— LANGUAGE 
Cook [kappeila] - Kap: From the Greek xárnàogç, kapelos 
meaning peddler, food salesman, or innkeeper. 


HALAKHA 


Anything that is eaten as it is, raw, is not subject to the 
prohibition of food cooked by gentiles - LENS KITY bs 
Di dws own ia px on xm nina: Food that can be 
eaten raw is not subject to the prohibition of food cooked 
by gentiles, in accordance with the statement of Rav and 
the custom of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 17:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a113:1). 


If he comes to add, he may add - Ẹpin pinh Xa ON: 
On Shabbat, it is permitted to add insulation to food that 
had already been insulated before Shabbat, according to 
the Tosefta. The Rambam permits to replace insulation but 
not to add to it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 257:4). 


Insulating in a secondary vessel — W hoa mae: When 
food was cooked in one pot and transferred to another pot, 
it is permitted to insulate the second pot, even on Shabbat 
itself, as long as the insulation does not add heat, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
257:5). 


If he both insulated it and covered it with something that 
may not be moved on Shabbat - yon 3273 703) av 
nawa: If one covered insulated food with material that may 
be moved on Shabbat, he may remove the cover, hold the 
pot, and remove it from the insulation. If one covered the po 
with material that may not be moved on Shabbat, when the 
pot is partially exposed, he may remove it and later restore i 
o its place. When the pot is covered with material that wil 
not fall off, or if it was insulated in a substance that may be 
moved on Shabbat, he may remove the pot from the insula- 
ion on its side and shake off the cover (Magen Avraham). | 
it was surrounded on top and on its sides by material tha 
may not be moved, one may not remove the pot from the 
insulation (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 259:4—5). 
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Food cooked by gentiles - Dia bwa: Among the measures 
introduced by the Sages to prevent assimilation with gentiles 
was the decree prohibiting a Jew to eat food cooked by a gen- 
tile. The decree was not motivated primarily by concern that 
the food contained non-kosher ingredients. Rather, it was a 
measure specifically intended to distance Jews from gentiles. 
Therefore, the Sages did not issue the decree in situations where 
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NOTES 


Rav Nahman said to Daru, his slave: Insulate cold food for me on 

Shabbat, so that it will not become warm, and bring me water that 

a gentile cook [kappeila]" heated on a weekday, as the prohibition 

to eat food cooked by a gentile does not apply to water. When 

Rabbi Ami heard this, he became angry. Rav Yosef said: What is 

the reason that Rabbi Ami become angry? Rav Nahman acted in 

accordance with the rulings of his teachers; in one matter in ac- 
cordance with the ruling of Rav, and in one matter in accordance 

with the ruling of Shmuel. 


The Gemara explains: In one matter in accordance with the ruling 
of Shmuel, as Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is permitted 
to insulate cold food on Shabbat to keep it cold. In one matter in 
accordance with the ruling of Rav, as Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak 
said that Rav said: Anything that is eaten as it is, raw, and cooking 
it is unnecessary, even if it was cooked it is not subject to the pro- 
hibition of food cooked by gentiles."" Since water is commonly 
drunk uncooked, one may drink it even if it was boiled by a gentile. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Ami became angry because he held 
that an important person is different. A distinguished person like 
Rav Nahman should be stringent and distance himself from conduct 
that could be perceived, even mistakenly, as a prohibited act. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: Although the Sages said that one 
may not insulate hot food, even in something that does not add 
heat after nightfall on Shabbat, if he comes to add to the material 
in which he insulated the food on Shabbat eve, he may add" to it 
even on Shabbat. How should he do it? Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel said: He takes the sheets with which he insulated a pot and 
places the heavy blankets, which provide better insulation, in their 
place. Or, if he is concerned about excessive heat, he takes the 
heavy blankets in which the pot had been insulated and places the 
lighter sheets in their place." 


And likewise, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, in teaching an addi- 
tional leniency, said: They prohibited insulating a pot on Shabbat 
to keep its contents warm when the food remains only in the same 
urn in which the water was boiled. However, if one emptied the 
water from that urn into another urn, it is permitted to insulate 
the second urn to keep the water warm." The reason for the ruling 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is: It is prohibited to insulate a pot 
on Shabbat, due to concern lest one heat the food beforehand. Now 
that he has already taken steps to cool the water by pouring it from 
one urn to another, is there concern that he will boil it again on 
Shabbat? 


And Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: If he insulated the pot and 
covered it with something that may be moved on Shabbat, or if 
he insulated it with something that may not be moved on Shabbat 
because it is set-aside and covered it with something that may be 
moved on Shabbat, he may take the pot to remove food and return 
it to its place and not be concerned. 


However, if he both insulated it and covered it with something 
that may not be moved on Shabbat," or if he insulated it in some- 
thing that may be moved on Shabbat and covered it with some- 
thing that may not be moved on Shabbat, if the pot was partially 
exposed, he may remove the pot and the cover will fall on its own 
and then return it to its place. And if the pot was not partially 
exposed, 


the cooking is insignificant, e.g., where the food can be eaten 


without being cooked. 


The opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel - fiyaw jar now 
bys ja: The statement: He takes off the sheets and places 
the heavy blankets, underscores the need for a covering of 
some sort before Shabbat, even if there is a substantial dif- 


ference between the original covering and the later cover- 
ing (Ramban). So it appears in the Jerusalem Talmud as well. 
Some commentaries explain that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
disagrees with the unattributed baraita. According to the first 
tanna, one may only add insulation, while Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel holds that one may remove one covering and replace 
it with another (Rosh). 
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he may not remove the pot and then return it to its place. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The chaff of fine flax is like manure. 
Therefore, one may not insulate food in it even on Shabbat 
eve. 


One may place a copper urn upon a copper urn," and one 

may place an earthenware pot upon an earthenware pot 

because the lower utensil will not heat the upper one. How- 
ever, one may not place an earthenware pot upon a copper 
urn, or a copper urn upon an earthenware pot, as in that 
case there is concern that the upper utensil will be heated 

by the lower one. And one may seal the mouth of a pot with 

dough. All of the above may not be undertaken in order to 

heat the water, but only so that its heat will be maintained 

and it will not cool down. 


And just as one may not insulate hot food to keep it warm, 
so too, one may not insulate cold food to keep it cold. 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted insulating cold food on 
Shabbat. 


And one may neither crush snow" nor hail on Shabbat so 
that its water will flow and he will be able to drink it. That 
act involves creation of a new entity, water from ice, on Shab- 
bat, which is prohibited. However, he may place the snow 
or the hail into a cup or a dish and allow it to melt on its 
own, and he need not be concerned. 


HALAKHA 
One may place an urn upon an urn - on 133 by ona pra: On 
Shabbat eve, it is permitted to place a pot filled with cold food atop a 
pot filled with hot food, even if the food in the upper vessel is raw and 
will be cooked by the heat of the lower pot. This ruling is accordance 
with the Rif’s accepted variant reading of the baraita, which maintains 
that placing an urn upon an urn it is permitted in all cases. 

On Shabbat, it is permitted to place a pot filled with food, which is 
cooked and which is so hot that the hand spontaneously recoils from 
it, atop a pot with hot food in it, to keep the food in the upper pot hot. 
In addition, one may seal the lower pot with dough that was kneaded 
before Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 258). 


And one may not crush snow — wa Dx pprya px: One may not 
crush snow or hail on Shabbat to produce water. However, one is 
permitted to place them in a cup of water or wine, so that they may 
melt on their own. Some authorities permit actively crushing the snow 
or hail with one’s hands into a cup of liquid (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:9). 


NOTES 
And one may not crush snow — wa Dx pprya px: Rashi explains 
that this is prohibited simply due to the prohibition of an item that 
came into being on Shabbat. However, this explanation alone is insuf- 
ficient. If that is the rationale for the prohibition, then even if the snow 
melted on its own, the water should be prohibited for the same reason. 
Rather, apparently, crushing snow is similar to squeezing, which is a 
subcategory of the prohibited labor of threshing. The Gemara drew 
a parallel with the prohibition of an item that came into being on 
Shabbat (Ramban). 
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This chapter dealt with the halakhot of insulating hot food and liquids for use on 
Shabbat. The distinction between substances that add heat, in which insulation 
is prohibited due to a decree lest one come to cover a cooked dish in coals, and 
substances that do not add heat, which merely preserve the heat of the cooked dish 
that was placed in them, in which insulation is permitted, served as a basis for all 
the halakhot in this chapter. Related to the discussion of this issue, some halakhot 
of set-aside items were also discussed. Some of the substances in which the cooked 
dishes are insulated are set-aside, and moving them is prohibited. When dealing with 
the insulated food, the manner in which those substances may be moved directly or 
indirectly was ascertained. 


A related problem discussed in this chapter is that of insulating cold food. Is it permit- 
ted to insulate cold food so that it will not get warm on Shabbat? Should insulating 
cold food be prohibited by decree lest one come to insulate hot food as well? The 
Gemara concluded that there is no room to add to the existing decrees, as even with 
regard to hot food, insulation is prohibited only by rabbinic decree. 


Summary of 
Perek IV 
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But the seventh day is a Shabbat unto the Lord your God; you 
shall not do any manner of work, you, nor your son, nor your 
daughter, nor your man-servant, nor your maid-servant, nor 
your cattle, nor your stranger who is within your gates. 


(Exodus 20:10) 


Six days you shall do your work, but on the seventh day you 
shall rest; that your ox and your ass may have rest, and the 
son of your handmaid, and the stranger, may be refreshed. 


(Exodus 23:12) 


When the Torah commanded us to refrain from labor on Shabbat, it also commanded 
us to rest our animals. An animal may not perform labor on behalf of its owner on 
Shabbat. This chapter does not clarify the full extent of the mitzva to rest one’s animal; 
it deals extensively with preventing one’s animal from performing just one prohibited 
labor, the labor of carrying out on Shabbat. The halakhot of carrying out are cited 
first primarily because one must be aware at the onset of Shabbat which vessels and 
equipment may be left on the animal on Shabbat and which items must be removed. 


The central issue discussed in this chapter is: Which of the items that one customar- 
ily places on an animal, a saddle, reins, and chains, are considered a garment for the 
animal? If they serve the animal's needs, it is permitted to place them on the animal. 
Which items are considered a burden, and it is prohibited to place them on the ani- 
mal? The assumption is that any item typically used for protection of the animal is 
considered to be serving the animal's needs, and leaving it on the animal is permit- 
ted. Therefore, it is necessary to ascertain the means of protection standard for each 
animal and whether or not excessive security measures constitute a burden. 


This relates to another issue, discussed primarily in Chapter Six: The concern lest 
part of the animal’s harness fall in the public domain, and the owner of the animal 
carry the item that fell. Therefore, it is also necessary to ascertain: What are those 
items that serve the needs of the animal but are, nevertheless, prohibited due to the 
concern lest they fall, leading the owner to perform an unwitting transgression? 


The detailed elucidation of these issues and other related issues is the primary focus 
of this chapter. 


Introduction to 


Perek V 
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Due to the mitzva to rest one’s animals on Shabbat, one’s animal may not go 
out into the public domain bearing a burden. However, an object designated 
to protect the animal or to prevent it from fleeing is not considered a burden; 
therefore, an animal bearing objects that serve that purpose may go out into 
the public domain. 


MI S H N A The mishna asks: With what may an animal go out" into 


the public domain on Shabbat and with what may it not 
go out? A camel may go out on Shabbat with an afsar,' and a naka may go out 
with a hatam, and a luvdekim may go out with a perumbiya. All these terms will 
be defined in the Gemara. And a horse may go out with a chain around its neck. 


And, in general, all animals that typically have a chain around their necks when 
they go out to the public domain may go out with a chain on Shabbat and may 
be pulled by the chain. 


If these chains contracted ritual impurity, one may sprinkle waters of purification 
on them and immerse them in their place on the animal, and they need not first 
be removed. 


Several terms in the mishna were not clear to the Sages, 
GEMARA A 


and the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of naka with 
a hatam? Rabba bar bar Hana said: A white female camel (geonim) with an 
iron nose ring.’ And what is the meaning of luvdekim with a perumbiya? Rav 
Huna said: A Libyan donkey! with an iron halter." 


Having mentioned a Libyan donkey, the Gemara relates that Levi once sent 
money to Bei Hozai to procure for himself a Libyan donkey, which is reputed 
to be of superior quality. They bound his money, returned it, and sent him barley, 
to say that the strides of a donkey depend on the barley that it eats. If one pro- 
vides his donkey with better feed, its performance will be as good as that of a 
Libyan donkey. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The students switched the details in the 
mishna before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and asked: What is the halakha with regard 
to this animal going out into the public domain with that which is permitted for 
that animal? For example, may a white female camel go out with a bit or a camel 
with an iron nose ring? 


The Gemara explains: The case of a white female camel going out with a bit 
should not be a dilemma for you; since it is not sufficiently secured by a bit, it 
is regarded as a burden with which the animal may not go out. The case where 
there should be a dilemma for you is that of a camel going out to the public 
domain with a nose ring. What is the halakha in that case? The Gemara explains 
the dilemma: Is the halakha that since a bit alone suffices to secure a camel, an 
iron nose ring is considered a burden? Or, is the halakha perhaps that with regard 
to a device that provides excessive security’ we do not say that it is a burden? 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that 
so said father, Rabbi Yosei: Four animals’ may go out with a bit: The horse, 
and the mule, and the camel, and the donkey. What does this list come to 
exclude? Is it not coming to exclude a camel going out with a nose ring? Ap- 
parently, the dilemma is resolved. The camel may go out only with a bit. The 
Gemara rejects this proof: No, the list comes to exclude a white female camel 
going out with a bit. 


Excessive security — KYW MMVI: Many commentaries 
and halakhic authorities explain that excessive security means 
securing the animal far beyond what is necessary. However, 
slightly enhancing security is not considered excessive security 


HALAKHA 
With what may an animal go out — 
agyi? maga Maa: An animal may go 
out on Shabbat with the reins and 
muzzle required to secure it. How- 
ever, if the muzzle provides excessive 
security or insufficient security, it is a 
burden and the animal may not go 
out with it. In disputes between Rav 
and Shmuel, the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav in 
matters of ritual law. In addition, the 
later amora'im interpret the baraita 
in accordance with his opinion (Rosh; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 20:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
305:1, 3, 5). 


LANGUAGE 


Bit [afsar] — 199%: From the Iranian 
afsar, meaning a halter. 


Libyan donkey [/uvdekim] - opr: 
This word is related to the Greek 
AtBuKds, libyukos, meaning Libyan. 


Iron halter [perumbiya] - x329: 
The word derives from the Greek 
gopfeia, phorbeia, meaning a halter 
that ties a horse to its feeding trough. 


BACKGROUND 


Female camel with an iron nose 
ring - 09Na MPN: 


Camel led by a nose ring 


NOTES 
(Rosh). That is why the Sages raised a dilemma only with regard 
to whether or not the nose ring of a camel is considered exces- 
sive security because it is not to secure camels even during 
the week (Ritva). 


Four animals — 


NIAT’ p - PEREK V’ 51B 


Dinga yIW: An allusion to this matter is cited 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, in the verse:The horse, the mule, the 
camel, and the donkey” (Zechariah 14:15). Apparently, the phrase 
in the Gemara is based on this verse. 
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NOTES 
He will be placated- mnyt aninrx: Levi did not 
wish to apologize explicitly because Rabba bar Rav 
Huna did not say anything to him, and an apology 
in that case could be taken as an insult. Therefore, 
he chose to allude to his remorse in a roundabout 
manner. 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Hananya - Kan n: Even if the halakha was not 
in accordance with the opinion of Hananya, it would 
still be permitted to place a halter on an undisciplined 
donkey, as even Rav agrees in that case. However, 
since Levi raised the question, Rabba bar Rav Huna 
answered that in general, not only in this case, exces- 
sive security is permitted (Rashba). Perhaps, he also 
sought to cite a halakha in the name of Levi's father 
in order to appease him. 


HALAKHA 

A goat in which one carved out a hole between 
its horns - pp pa ay penw w: Ifa hole was carved 
between the horns of a goat, and a bit was inserted 
through the hole, the goat may go out with it on 
Shabbat. If the bit was inserted through the goat's 
beard, it may not go out with it, as the ruling is strin- 
gent in unresolved dilemmas pertaining to ritual law 
that involve a Torah prohibition (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:11). 
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It was taught in a baraita: A Libyan donkey and a camel may go out 
with a bit. The Gemara notes that the question whether or not an animal 
may go out into the public domain with excessive security is parallel to 
a dispute between the tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: A non- 
domesticated animal may not go out with a collar. Hananya says: It 
may go out with a collar and with anything that secures it. 


The Gemara clarifies the case: With what are we dealing here? If you say 
that we are dealing with a large non-domesticated animal, does a collar 
suffice for it? Since it does not sufficiently secure the animal, it is con- 
sidered a burden, and it is prohibited for the animal to go out with it on 
Shabbat. Rather, it must be dealing with a small non-domesticated 
animal. In that case, doesn’t a collar suffice for it? Why then does the 
anonymous first tanna hold that the animal may not go out with it? 


Rather, is it not that the practical difference between their opinions is 
with regard to a cat? The anonymous first tanna of the baraita holds that 
since a small rope suffices for the cat, a collar is considered a burden 
with which the cat may not go out into the public domain. And Hananya 
holds that with regard to a device that provides excessive security, we 
do not say that it is a burden. The tanna’im disagree whether or not a 
device that provides excessive security is considered a burden. The Ge- 
mara concludes: Rav Huna bar Hiyya said that Shmuel said: The ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Hananya. A device that 
provides excessive security is not considered a burden. 


The Gemara relates that Levi, son of Rav Huna bar Hiyya, and Rabba 
bar Rav Huna were once going together on a road. Levi’s donkey on 
its own initiative went ahead of the donkey of Rabba bar Rav Huna. 
Rabba bar Rav Huna was offended because he was the greater Torah 
scholar, and he thought that Levi went first to assert that he considered 
himself the greater scholar. Levi said to himself: I will say something to 
him, so that 


he will be placated" and will understand that it was not my intention to 

disrespect him. He said to him: An undisciplined donkey whose con- 
duct is wicked like this one that I am riding, what is the ruling with 

regard to having it go out with a halter on Shabbat? Typically, in order 
to secure a donkey, a bit suffices and it does not require a halter. A halter 
constitutes excessive security. However, the question is whether or not 
a halter that provides excessive security for a wild donkey like this one 

is considered a burden with which it is prohibited to go out to the public 

domain on Shabbat. Rabba bar Rav Huna said to him: Even if the secu- 
rity is considered extraneous, your father said the following in the 

name of Shmuel: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Hananya," who said that a device that provides excessive security is not 
considered a burden. 


A Sage of the school of Menashiya taught a baraita: A goat in which 
one carved out a hole between its horns" may go out with a bit on 
Shabbat. Because the bit is inserted through the hole, it will not become 
detached. Rav Yosef raised a dilemma: What is the ruling in a case 
where one inserted the bit through the goat’s beard? The Gemara 
explains the dilemma: Is the halakha that since, if the goat attempts to 
sever itself from the bit, it would cause it pain because the bit is attached 
to its beard, and therefore it will not come to sever it and the bit will 
remain in place? Or perhaps is the halakha that sometimes the knot will 
loosen and the bit will fall, and the goat’s owner will come to bring the 
bit and carry it four cubits in the public domain? No resolution was 
found to this dilemma. Let it stand unresolved. 
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We learned there in a mishna: And neither may a cow go out with 
a strap between its horns. Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: Rav and 
Shmuel disagreed about this: One said: Whether it was placed 
for beauty, as an ornament, or whether it was placed to secure the 
cow," it is prohibited for the cow to go out with the strap between 
its horns. And the other one said: For beauty, it is prohibited; 
however, if it was placed to secure the cow, it is permitted. 


Rav Yosef said: Conclude that Shmuel is the one who said that if 
the strap was placed for beauty it is prohibited; however, if it was 
placed to secure the cow it is permitted. As Rav Huna bar Hiyya 
said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Hananya: A device that provides excessive security is 
not considered a burden. Therefore, an animal may go out on Shab- 
bat with straps that provide excessive security. 


Abaye said to him: On the contrary, conclude that Shmuel is the 
one who said that whether it was placed for beauty, as an ornament, 
or whether it was placed to secure the cow, itis prohibited. As Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The students exchanged the details 
in the mishna before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and asked: What is the 
halakha with regard to this animal going out into the public domain 
with that which is permitted for that animal? And Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yosei, said before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: So said 
father, Rabbi Yosei: Four animals may go out with a bit: The horse, 
the mule, and the camel, and the donkey. Does this list not come 
to exclude a camel going out with a nose ring, as a nose ring pro- 
vides excessive security beyond that required for a camel? Appar- 
ently, according to Shmuel, an animal may not go out on Shabbat 
with a device that provides excessive security, as it is considered a 
burden. Rav Yosef said to him: Delete this latter statement of Shmu- 
el due to that’ first one. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see that led you to delete this 
latter statement due that first one? Delete that first statement due 
to this latter one. The Gemara explains: The first statement is sup- 
ported as we find that Shmuel is the one who said : For beauty, it 
is prohibited; however, if it was placed to secure the cow, it is 
permitted, as it was stated that Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav 
said: Whether the strap was placed for beauty, or whether it was 
placed to secure the cow, it is prohibited. And Rav Hiyya bar Avin 
said that Shmuel said: For beauty, it is prohibited; however, if it 
was placed to secure the cow, it is permitted. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If its owner tied a 
red heifer with its reins that are attached to the bit, it remains fit for 
use in the purification ritual.’ And if it should enter your mind to 
say that a bit is considered a burden, why does a red heifer remain 
fit for use? The Torah explicitly stated: “Speak to the children of 
Israel, that they bring you a red heifer without defect, in which there 
is no blemish, and upon which never came a yoke” (Numbers 19:2). 
Ared heifer is disqualified by a burden. 


Abaye said: There, the baraita is referring to the case of a red heifer 
whose owner is leading it from city to city. When the animal is 
removed from its habitat, it requires additional security. In that case, 
tying the heifer with its reins is conventional rather than excessive 
security. Therefore, the bit is not considered a burden. Rava said: 
Ared heifer, whose monetary value is high, is different and there- 
fore secured more carefully than other cows. Ravina said: The ba- 
raita is referring to a red heifer that is rebellious" and headstrong. 
Therefore, it requires added security. 


BACKGROUND 


Delete this due to that — x7 "apr K720: This expression and 
others like it are only used in connection with baraitot lack- 
ing a reliable amoraic tradition. Each Sage received different 
anthologies of baraitot, which he would review and transmit 
to others. Sometimes, prominent contemporary Sages would 
teach that a certain halakha should be removed from the an- 


thology because it was not sufficiently trustworthy. This was 
generally done based on a more authoritative variant reading. 
The question: What did you see, i.e, why one version should 
be preferred over another, could always be raised. Proofs are 
then cited by comparison with other accredited statements of 
those same Sages. 


HALAKHA 


And neither with a strap between its horns...whether 
it was placed for beauty or whether it was placed to se- 
cure the cow — aw) pa ria papp paw Tysa xr: 
An animal may not go out with a strap between its horns, 
whether it was placed for ornamental purposes or whether 
it was placed for security purposes, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
20:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:17). 


To a red heifer that is rebellious — nyina: If an animal 
is wild and rebellious, one may take it out into the public 
domain with a suitable restraint, even though that would 
be excessive with regard to more docile animals of the 
same species (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma17; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:4, and see Mishna Berura). 


NOTES 

Securing a red heifer — Aart 719 Naw: There are many 
halakhot that relate to the red heifer, as detailed in tractate 
Para in the order of Teharot. Some of them deal with the pre- 
cise definition of a yoke and the labors that disqualify a red 
heifer. All the explanations offered in this context are based 
on the assumption that all measures necessary for reason- 
able and essential security of a heifer, even if they would be 
considered a burden with regard to a different animal, are 
considered neither a burden nor a yoke. 
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NOTES 
May go out. ..may be pulled — pawn)...pxyi: The Sag- 
es draw an inference from the language of the mishna. 
The statement that an animal that generally goes out 
wearing a chain is permitted to do so on Shabbat as 
well is obvious. Therefore, they hold that the term: May 
go out, is referring to the term: May be pulled (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Wrapped or pulled — j*>¥123 i para: Shmuel explains 
that the animal mentioned in this baraita has a rope 
wrapped around its neck, and part of the rope hangs 
down so it so it can be pulled. Rav Huna explains that 
the rope around the animal's neck is loose enough for 
one to insert his hand and pull the animal (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


May go out either with the chain wrapped around 
their necks — p373 pyi: Animals may go out on 
Shabbat led by a rope, even if the rope is tied around 
their necks. The ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Huna, as in the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the 
practice was according to his opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 305:5). 


A ring worn by a person is ritually impure. However, 
the ring of an animal, and rings of utensils, etc. - 
1D Dha) Mata NYIN) INAV DTN NYIV: Only a ring 
worn bya person for ornamental purposes can become 
ritually impure. However, the ring of an animal and the 
ring of a utensil, ifa person has no use for them, cannot 
contract ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 8:6-7, 9). 


BACKGROUND 
Wrapped to be pulled — wah pons: 


Rope wrapped around the neck of a donkey in the manner described 
in the Gemara 


LANGUAGE 
Mules [molaot] - mixin: From the Latin mulus, mean- 


ing mule. 
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We learned in the mishna: A horse may go out with a chain around its 
neck, and so too, all animals that typically have chains around their 
necks when they go out to the public domain may go out with chains 
on Shabbat and may be pulled by the chains. The Gemara asks: What 
is the meaning of: May go out, and what is the meaning of: May be 
pulled?" Rav Huna said: These animals may go out either with the 
chain wrapped around their necks" as an ornament, or they may be 
pulled by the chain. And Shmuel said: These animals may go out 
pulled by the chain; however, they may not go out with the chain 
wrapped around their necks as an ornament. 


It was taught in a baraita: They may go out with the chains loosely 
wrapped around their necks, so that if the need arises, the animals will 
be able to be pulled’ by their chains. Rav Yosef said: I saw the calves 
of the house of Rav Huna go out into the public domain on Shabbat 
with their bits and with the reins wrapped around their necks. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Hanina said: The mules of the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
go out into the public domain with their bits on Shabbat. A dilemma 
was raised before the Sages: Does this mean that the mules went out 
with their bits and reins wrapped around their necks; or, does it mean 
that they were pulled" by the reins? 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from the following inci- 
dent: When Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda came from Eretz Yisrael to Ba- 
bylonia, he said that Rabbi Hanina said: The mules [molaot]' of the 
house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi went out on Shabbat with their bits 
with the reins wrapped around their necks. 


The Sages said before Rav Asi: That statement of Rav Shmuel bar 
Yehuda is not necessary. It may be derived from the statement of Rav 
Dimi. As, if it would enter your mind to say that Rav Dimi said that 
the mules of the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi went out on Shabbat 
pulled by their bits, it is difficult. There is nothing novel in that state- 
ment, as it may be derived from the statement that Rav Yehuda said 
that Shmuel said. 


As Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The students switched the de- 
tails in the mishna before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and asked: What is 

the halakha with regard to this animal going out into the public domain 
with that which is permitted for that animal? And Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yosei, said before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: So said father, four 
animals may go out with a bit: The horse, and the mule, and the 

camel, and the donkey. Apparently, according to Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi, a mule may go out on Shabbat pulled by its bit. 


Rav Asi said to them: This statement of Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda is 
necessary, as if it were derived from the statement of Rav Yehuda, who 
related that which Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said before 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, I would have said that Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yosei, said that before him, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not 
accept it from him. Therefore, that statement of Rav Dimi teaches us 
that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi indeed accepted it from Rabbi Yishmael and 
his mules went out with their bits on Shabbat. 


And if it had been derived only from the statement of Rav Dimi, I 
would have said that this applies only when the mule is pulled by its 
bit; however, if the reins are merely wrapped around the animal’s neck, 
no, the animal may not go out with it. Therefore, that statement of Rav 
Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda teaches us that the mules of the house of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi went out on Shabbat with their reins wrapped 
around their necks. 


It was further taught in our mishna: If these chains contracted ritual 
impurity, one may sprinkle water of purification on them and immerse 
them in their place on the animal. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that 
these chains are fit to contract ritual impurity? Didn’t we learn in a 
mishna: A ring worn by a person is ritually impure. However, the ring 
of an animal, and rings of utensils," and all other rings not worn by 
people 
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are ritually pure. 


Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha said: Our mishna is referring to ornaments 
that were transformed from their original designation for a person’s 
adornment to an ornament designated for an animal’s adornment." 
They had once belonged to a person who later affixed them in order to 
attach a strap to an animal. Their original ritual impurity does not cease 
when they are attached to the animal. 


And Rav Yosef said: Animals’ rings can become ritually impure since 
a person pulls his animal with them." Consequently, they are consid- 
ered utensils used by people. Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: The metal 
animal prod becomes ritually impure? What is the reason that it 
becomes ritually impure even though it is an animal’s utensil? Since a 
person subjugates his animal with it, it is regarded as a utensil for use 
by a person; therefore, it can become ritually impure. Here too, with 
regard to chains, since a person pulls his animal with them, they are 
regarded as utensils for use by a person. 


And we learned in our mishna: If the animals’ chains became ritually 
impure, one may immerse them while they are in their place" on the 
animal, and they need not first be removed. The Gemara raises a ques- 
tion: Isn’t this an obstruction that renders the immersion invalid? The 
rings of the chain are firmly attached to the chain, and there is no room 
for the water of the ritual bath to completely surround the chain. 


Rabbi Ami said: The mishna is referring to a case where he struck the 
rings of the chain with a hammer, widening them and thereby creating 
sufficient space to allow the water to surround the chain on all sides. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that Rabbi Ami holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Yosef. As, ifhe held in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha, who said that our mishna is referring to 
ornaments that were transformed from their original designation for 
a person’s adornment to an ornament designated for an animal’s 
adornment, and therefore they can be ritually impure with impurity 
contracted while it was still a person’s ornament, it is difficult. Since he 
struck the chain, he performed an action which altered its identity, 
and the impurity would have ceased even without immersion. 


As we learned in a mishna: All vessels descend into their state of rit- 
ual impurity by means of thought. Even though an unfinished vessel 
cannot become ritually impure, if the craftsman decided not to com- 
plete it, it immediately assumes the legal status of a completed vessel 
and can become ritually impure. However, they only ascend from their 
state of ritual impurity by means ofa change resulting from an action." 
Aritually impure vessel, once it undergoes physical change, is no longer 
ritually impure. Hammering the rings is an action that effects physical 
change. Therefore, the chain should be ritually pure without immersion. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Actually, Rabbi Ami could interpret 
the mishna just as Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha did, as he holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that an action 
performed to enhance" a utensil is not an action capable of ridding that 
utensil of its ritual impurity, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda 
said: He did not say that an action that effects a physical change puri- 
fies a utensil of its ritual impurity with regard to an action performed to 
enhance a utensil; rather, he made his statement with regard to an ac- 
tion performed to ruin the utensil. 


NOTES 


An action performed to enhance - path mya: Rabbi Yehuda’s no longer a vessel. However, an action that enhances the vessel 


rationale is that a ritually impure vessel is purified by means of a 
destructive action, which renders a vessel unusable and therefore 


does not change its essence. Therefore, it does not rid the utensil 
of its impurity. 


HALAKHA 


From a person's adornment to an animal’s adorn- 
ment - maga nb DN tia: An ornament that was 
previously worn by a person and later designated 
for animal use does not cease to be ritually impure 
unless it undergoes a physical change (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:10). 


Since a person pulls his animal with them — Doin 
TMaTaT Mx D72 Win OK": Ifa person uses an animal 
prod or other animal utensils, they assume the status 
of a person’s utensils and can become ritually impure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:9). 


One may immerse them while they are in their 
place - aipna aiv: A ring, which became ritually 
impure while attached to the neck of an animal, may 
be immersed while still on the animal, as long as the 
ring is loose enough for water to reach it on all sides, 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 3:16). 


All utensils descend into their state of ritual impu- 
rity by means of thought. However, they only as- 
cend from their state of ritual impurity by means of 
a change resulting from an action - p11? Doatbs 
nwa shy pgmn poiy psy mena pow op) 
TWYNI: A ‘vessel can become ritually i impure through 
thought alone. If one decides that a certain vessel is 
complete or that it is usable in its present state, that 
is sufficient for it to assume the status of a vessel 
and to be susceptible to ritual impurity. However, 
a utensil only ceases to be impure if it is physically 
altered to serve a different purpose or if it is destroyed 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:10). 
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BACKGROUND 
| heard that one distinguishes - ppoinw YW: Because 
Torah study was undertaken orally, there were instances 


where one listener heard a segment of a certain halakha, 


but did not know or remember in what context it was said. 
Nevertheless, it was clear to the listener that what he had 
heard was an established halakha and was fit for analysis like 
any other rabbinic tradition. Therefore, he would come to the 
study hall or approach the prominent Torah scholars of the 
generation in order to clarify the tradition. 


A ring around the waist - nyan nyav: 


Ring installed as a belt buckle 
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It was taught in a baraita: The mishna is referring to a case where 
the rings attached to the chain are well spaced so that the water 
completely surrounds the rings of the chain with no obstruction. 


It was taught in the Tosefta: A certain disciple from the Upper 
Galilee asked Rabbi Eliezer: I heard that one distinguishes’ 
between one type of ring and another type of ring. However, I 
do not know with regard to what halakha this distinction is made. 
Rabbi Eliezer said to him: Perhaps you only heard that distinc- 
tion with regard to the matter of Shabbat; a ring for adornment 
may be moved on Shabbat and other rings may not. As, with re- 
gard to the matter of ritual impurity, this ring and that ring are 
one and the same, and there is no distinction between them. 


The Gemara raises an objection: And with regard to the matter 
of ritual impurity, are this and that one and the same? Didn't 
we learn in a mishna: Aring worn by a person is ritually impure; 
however, the ring of an animal, and that of utensils, and all 
other rings not worn by people are ritually pure? Apparently, a 
distinction is made between different types of rings with regard 
to the halakhot of ritual impurity as well. The Gemara answers: 
When Rabbi Eliezer was saying that statement to the disciple, he 
too was saying to him that with regard to ritual impurity there is 
no distinction between different types of rings worn by a person. 


The Gemara raises another objection: And with regard to rings 
worn by a person, are this and that one and the same? Wasn't it 
taught in a baraita: A ring that one fashioned into a buckle at the 
end of a belt to wear it around his waist, or into a clasp to tie 
garments between his shoulders, is ritually pure? The Sages only 
said that a ring is ritually impure with regard to a ring worn on 
a person's finger. Apparently, there is in fact a distinction between 
different rings worn by a person. The Gemara answers: When 
Rabbi Eliezer was saying that statement to the disciple, he too 
was saying to him that there is no distinction between different 
types of rings worn on a person's finger. 


The Gemara raises yet another objection: And with regard to rings 
worn on a person's finger, are this and that one and the same? 
Didn't we learn in a mishna: A ring made of metal and its seal is 
made of coral," is ritually impure? The primary component of 
the ring, metal, is the determining factor, and a metal utensil can 
become ritually impure. However, a ring that is made of coral and 
its seal is made of metal is ritually pure. Apparently, there is a 
distinction between different types of finger rings with regard to 
ritual impurity. The Gemara answers: When Rabbi Eliezer was 
saying that statement to the disciple, he too was saying to him 
that there is no distinction between different types of rings that 
are made entirely of metal. 


A ring that one fashioned to wear it around his waist - nyav 
yaya 1a sand Apna: A ring that was made into a belt buckle 
or placed on clothing is not considered a utensil that contracts 
ritual impurity, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 


Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:9). 


HALAKHA 


A ring of metal and its seal of coral - manim nano bw nyav 
abe bw: Ifa ring is made of metal and it ‘has a coral seal, itcan 
become ritually impure. However, if it is mostly coral, it remains 
ritually pure, as per the mishna in Kelim (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 4:6). 
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And furthermore, that same disciple asked: I heard that one distinguish- 
es between one type of needle and another type of needle. Still, I do not 
know with regard to what halakha this distinction is made. Rabbi Eliezer 
said to him: Perhaps you only heard that distinction with regard to Shab- 
bat. With regard to the prohibition of carrying from a private to a public 
domain, or vice versa, there is a distinction between a needle with an eye, 
for which one is liable to bring a sin-offering, and one without an eye, for 
which one is not. As, if you were to suggest that the distinction is with re- 
gard to ritual impurity, this, a needle with an eye, and that, a needle 
without an eye, are one and the same, and there is no distinction between 
them. 


The Gemara raises an objection: And with regard to the matter of ritual 
impurity, are this and that one and the same? Are all needles alike? Didn’t 
we learn in a mishna: A needle whose eye or whose point was removed" 
is ritually pure, as it is no longer fit for use? Apparently, there is a distinction 
between an intact needle and a broken one with regard to the halakhot of 
ritual impurity. The Gemara answers: When Rabbi Eliezer was saying that 
statement to the disciple, he was referring to a whole needle. Indeed, there 
is no distinction between different types of whole needles with regard to 
the halakhot of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara raises another objection: And with regard to whole needles, 
are this and that one and the same? Is there no distinction between them? 
Didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to a needle that became rusty;" 
if the rust inhibits the sewing, the needle is ritually pure; and if it does 
not inhibit the sewing, it is ritually impure. And the Sages of the school 
of Rabbi Yannai said: And that is the halakha that the needle cannot be- 
come ritually impure not only when it is impossible to push the needle 
through the fabric, but even when the mark of rusty needle is conspicuous 
in the stitching. Apparently, there is a distinction between different types 
of whole needles. The Gemara answers: When Rabbi Eliezer was saying 
that statement to the disciple, he was saying to him that there is no distinc- 
tion between different types of needles that were smoothed and filed. He 
was not referring to rusty needles. 


The Gemara raises yet another objection: And with regard to smoothed 
needles, are this and that one and the same? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: 
Aneedle, whether it has an eye and whether it does not have an eye, may 
be moved on Shabbat? And we only said that a needle with an eye is dif- 
ferent with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity. Apparently, there is 
a distinction between different types of smoothed needles with regard to 
the halakhot of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara answers: Didn’t Abaye already interpret that baraita in ac- 
cordance with’ the opinion of Rava as referring to unfinished needles? If 
a needle is unfinished, and it has not been perforated to create an eye, it 
cannot become ritually impure because it is not yet a utensil. However, if 
the needle is finished, whether it has an eye and is used for sewing, or it 
does not have an eye and is used as a pin, it is regarded as a utensil and 
therefore can become ritually impure. 


MI S HNA4 donkey may go out on Shabbat with a saddle- 

cloth" that protects it from the cold when it is tied 
to the animal, and there is no room for concern lest it fall. Rams may go 
out levuvin. Ewes may go out shehuzot, kevulot, and kevunot. All of these 
terms are discussed and explained in the Gemara. She-goats may go out 
with their udders bound. Rabbi Yosei prohibits the animals from going 
out with all of these items, as he considers them burdens, except for the 
ewes that are kevunot. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Goats may go out on Shabbat with their udders bound 
to dry their milk supply and discontinue their lactation, in order to facilitate 
conception. In that case, they are tied with a tight, permanent knot, and 
there is no concern lest it fall in the public domain. However, they may not 
go out with their udders bound to conserve their milk, as in that case they 
are bound loosely. 


HALAKHA 
A needle whose eye...was removed — vma 
min.. Dow: A ritually impure needle whose eye 
or whose point was removed becomes ritually 
pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 11:14). 


A needle that became rusty — anbynw ona 
abn: If a needle became rusty to the point that 
the rust inhibits sewing, it becomes ritually pure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 11:16). 


A donkey may go out with its saddlecloth — ian 
Dy tyaa xyi: A donkey may go out on Shabbat 
with its saddlecloth if it was securely tied to the 
animal before Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 20:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
305:7). 


BACKGROUND 


Interpret...in accordance with... — KI 


“eat xp: This typical talmudic expression ndi- 


cates that a Sage sought a way to reconcile and 
explain the viewpoint of the Sage who disagrees 
with him and to interpret certain ideas according 
to his opinion. 
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NOTES 


And that only applies to a case where it was tied to the 
animal from Shabbat eve - naw a1 b MV PW NIT: It 
is prohibited to tie a saddlecloth on an animal on Shabbat 
because of the prohibition of riding an animal and using 


it. Although when tying the saddlecloth to the animal 


one is using the sides of the animal, which, in general, 


is permitted, this issue was discussed in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, and the Sages prohibited tying the saddlecloth 
on Shabbat (Rabbeinu Yona). 


BACKGROUND 
Parts of a harness — Tan hn: 


Donkey with a saddlecloth, saddle, a band around its belly, and a strap 
under its tail 
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G E M ARA Shmuel said: And with regard to the halakha 


taught in our mishna that a donkey may go 
out on Shabbat with its saddlecloth, that only applies to a case where 
it was tied to the animal from Shabbat eve.“ Rav Nahman said: The 
wording of our mishna is also precise in support of Shmuel’s state- 
ment, as it teaches later in the chapter: A donkey may not go out into 
the public domain on Shabbat with its saddlecloth when it is not 
tied to its back. 


The Gemara clarifies the meaning of that mishna: What are the cir- 
cumstances? If you say that the later mishna is referring to a case 

where the saddlecloth is not tied to the animal at all, that is obvious. 
There is concern lest the saddlecloth fall from the animal and its 

owner will come to bring it and carry it four cubits in the public 

domain. Rather, is it not referring to a case where the saddlecloth is 

presently tied to the animal, but it was not tied from Shabbat eve? 

By inference, conclude that the first clause, i.e., our mishna, which 

permits the animal to go out with its saddlecloth, is referring to a case 

where the saddlecloth was tied to the animal from Shabbat eve. The 

Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from it that this is the correct 

understanding. 


That was also taught in a baraita: A donkey may go out on Shabbat 
with its saddlecloth when it was tied to the animal from Shabbat 
eve, and it may not go out with the saddle," even though it was tied 
to the animal from Shabbat eve. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
The donkey may even go out with its saddle when it was tied to the 
animal from Shabbat eve, provided that he does not tie the strap 
with which the saddle is fastened around the donkey’s belly, and 
provided that he does not pass a strap under the animal's tail,? which 
is standard procedure when placing a burden on the animal. 


Rav Asi bar Natan raised a dilemma before Rabbi Hiyya bar Rav 
Ashi: What is the halakha with regard to placing a saddlecloth ona 
donkey on Shabbat" in a private domain in order to warm the donkey 
with no intention to take it into the public domain? Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Ashi said to him: It is permitted. Rav Asi bar Natan said to him: 
What is the difference between this and a saddle, which may not be 
moved on Shabbat? Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi remained silent and did 
not answer. 


Rav Asi bar Natan thought that Rabbi Hiyya was of the opinion that 
even a saddle may be placed on a donkey on Shabbat. He, therefore, 
raised an objection from a baraita: A saddle that is on a donkey on 
Shabbat, and its owner wishes to remove it, he may not move it with 
his hand" to remove it; rather, he walks the animal back and forth 
in the courtyard, and the saddle falls on its own. Now even with 
regard to removing a saddle that is already on the animal's back, you 
said no, one may not move it; is prohibiting one from placing the 
saddle on the animal necessary? 


HALAKHA 


And that only applies to a case where it was tied to the animal 
only go out on Shabbat E its saddlecloth f the saddlecloth 
were tied to it from Shabbat eve. This accords with the opinion of 
Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:7). 


And not with the saddle - 43x3 xy: A donkey may not go out 
on Shabbat with a saddle, even if the saddle were tied to the 
animal from Shabbat eve, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:7). 


What is the halakha with regard to placing a saddlecloth 
on a donkey on Shabbat - nawa vinn vas by nyaya qm ma: 
It is permitted to place a saddlecloth on a donkey on Shabbat, 


provided that it remains in a private domain. However, one may 
not tie the saddlecloth to the animal on Shabbat, even with a 
makeshift knot (Mishna Berura), in accordance with the opinions 
of Rav and Shmuel who agree on this matter (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:8). 


A saddle that is on a donkey on Shabbat, he may not move 
it with his hand - ta mayedw» x5 inn as byw Aay: One may 
not move a saddle on a donkey on Shabbat with his hands, even 
if he seeks to remove it. Rather, one can untie the rope securing 
the saddle to the animal and walk the animal back and forth 
in the courtyard until the saddle falls off (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 305:9). 
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Rabbi Zeira said to Rav Asi: Leave Rabbi Hiyya, and do not raise 
an objection to his statement, as he agrees with his teacher. As Rav 
Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: One may hang a basket™ with 
fodder around the neck ofan animal on Shabbat, and by means of 
an a fortiori inference, derive that one may place a saddlecloth on 
an animal’s back on Shabbat. What is the a fortiori inference? Just 
as there, placing the basket of fodder so that the animal can eat 
without bending down, which is done for the animal's pleasure, is 
permitted; here, placing the saddlecloth, which is done to prevent 
the animal from suffering from the cold, all the more so should be 
permitted. 


Shmuel said: A saddlecloth is permitted; however, a basket" with 
fodder is prohibited. Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef went and said the 
halakha of Rav before Shmuel. Shmuel said to him: If Abba, Rav, 
actually said that, he knows nothing at all about matters of 
Shabbat. 


When Rabbi Zeira ascended to Eretz Yisrael he found Rabbi 
Binyamin bar Yefet who sat and said to him in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan: One may place a saddlecloth on a donkey on Shabbat. 
Rabbi Zeira said to him: You have spoken well, and Aryokh* ex- 
plained the matter likewise in Babylonia. 


The Gemara asks: Who is Aryokh? It is Shmuel. Didn’t Rav also 
say that one may place a saddlecloth on a donkey on Shabbat? With 
regard to a saddlecloth they agree. Why then did Rabbi Zeira at- 
tribute the ruling specifically to Shmuel? Rather, he heard Rabbi 
Binyamin bar Yefet conclude: However, one may not hang a bas- 
ket with fodder around the neck of an animal on Shabbat. It was 
that part of the statement that led him to say: You have spoken well, 
and Aryokh explained the matter likewise in Babylonia. 


The Gemara continues: In any case, everyone agrees that a saddle- 
cloth is permitted. The question arises: How is a saddlecloth dif- 
ferent from a saddle, which may not even be removed from the 
donkey? If the concern is for the animal’s suffering, why is it not 
permitted to remove the saddle? The Gemara answers: It is differ- 
ent there, as it is possible for the saddle to fall on its own. There- 
fore, there is no reason to permit its removal by hand. 


Rav Pappa said: There is a distinction between the two cases: Here, 
where the Sages permitted placing a saddlecloth on a donkey on 
Shabbat, it is to warm the animal. There, where the Sages prohib- 
ited removing a saddle, it is to cool the animal. Placing the saddle- 
cloth to warm the animal is permitted because otherwise it experi- 
ences discomfort from the cold. However, removing the saddle to 
cool the animal is prohibited because the animal does not experi- 
ence discomfort from excessive heat. And that is the folk saying 
that people say: A donkey, even in the summer season of Tammuz, 
is cold. Therefore, seeing to the animal’s warmth is more important. 


Basket — Spry: Some of the geonim had a variant reading: Klastar, 
which is a type of covering for the head of the foal that protects it 


from heat and cold (Meiri). 


NOTES 


basis of a foreign language root, rikha, meaning king. Elsewhere, 
he explains the etymology of Aryokh based on the verse: “Judah is 
a lion's [arye] cub" (Genesis 49:9). Other commentaries also explain 
that the term Aryokh is from the word lion [arye], the king of beasts 


Saddlecloth...basket - Sporw...nyt1n: Some commentaries sug- 


gest that Rav permits hanging a basket of fodder around the neck of 
an animal on Shabbat. While this seems to contradict the baraita, he 
holds that cruelty to animals is a Torah prohibition. The Sages would 
not have issued a decree that would lead to violation of a Torah 
prohibition. Therefore, he makes no distinction between causing the 
animal to suffer and withholding pleasure from the animal (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Aryokh — 197%: This nickname of Shmuel has never been fully ex- 


plained. In this context, Rashi explains the term, Aryokh, on the 


(Sefer Yohasin). Some commentaries state that Shmuel’s appellation 
was after Aryokh, king of Alasar, mentioned in Genesis 14:1. The name 
is an allusion to the fact that, on the one hand, Shmuel was a great 
king, as the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in civil 
matters, but, on the other hand, not [a/] in ritual matters [asar]. Alasar 
is an acronym for al asar (Rashi and Tosafot). Several commentaries 
suggest that he was called by this name because Targum Yonatan 
states that Aryokh was as mighty as thirteen people, and Shmuel 
expounded in thirteen yeshivot. Later commentaries sought a Per- 
sian root for this name. 


BACKGROUND 
Basket —bpprv: 


Horse with a feed bag 


HALAKHA 


Basket — Spor: One may not hang a basket with 
fodder around the neck of a donkey on Shabbat 
because it has the legal status of a burden, in ac- 
cordance with the opinions of Shmuel and Rabbi 
Yohanan, who together constitute a majority in 
their dispute with Rav (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 20:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
305:10). 
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HALAKHA 
A horse may neither go out with a fox’s tail, etc. - 333 DIDT KY? x 
a>)! byw: An animal may not go out on Shabbat with non-essential 


ornaments, e.g., a fox's tail, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 20:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:11). 


Nor goats with a pouch that is on their udders, nor a cow with the 
muzzle that is on its mouth - njona m3 xy PTW pda oY x 
maw: Goats may not go out on Shabbat with the pouch that is on 
their udders to protect them from scratches. A cow may not go out 
with the muzzle that is placed on its mouth to prevent it from grazing 
in other people's fields (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:1). 


It is referring to small foals and to prevent their discomfort - Dappa 
syy Dwr: One may hang a fodder basket around the neck of a foal 
that suffers when forced to eat from the ground; however, one may 
not take the foal with the basket into the public domain (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305710). 


NOTES 
A horse may neither go out with a fox’s tail nor with a string of red 
wool hung between its eyes - MYTA ty, WYW sata DDI KY? xd 
yyy paw: Some suggest that a fox’s tail and red wool were not orna- 
mental but served as a talisman to ward off diseases or the evil eye 
(Meiri). Some commentaries deduce from here that all animal orna- 
ments have the legal status of a burden; therefore, the animal may not 
go out with them on Shabbat. Other authorities distinguish between 
ornaments like these, which are not universally placed on animals 
and are considered a burden, and a standard ornament such as a bell, 
which is not a burden and is permitted (Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 
Horse with red wool as an ornament — nya DW: 


Horses with ornaments 


Perek V 
Daf53 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
Proven effective for a person and has not proven effective for an 
animal - mama) amava wx oN) amana: An amulet that is effective 
for a person is not assumed to be effective for an animal until it is 
tested. Consequently, an animal may not go out with an amulet un- 
less it was established as being effective for animals (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305117 and 
in the comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 
A person, who is under the protection of an advocate angel 
[mazal] - xbin mh IK DIN: There are several additional explanations 
of the term mazal. Elsewhere, Rashi explains that mazal means that a 
person has intelligence and therefore is capable of defending himself. 
Other commentaries explain that it means that since a person believes 
in the efficacy of the amulet, the amulet provides him with protection, 
which is not the case with regard to an animal (Meiri). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from the Tosefta to those who 
prohibit placing a basket with fodder around an animal’s neck on 
Shabbat: A horse may neither go out into the public domain on 
Shabbat with a fox’s tail" that is placed as a talisman to ward off 
the evil eye nor with a string of red wool that is hung between 
its eyes" as an ornament.® Neither may a zav go out with his 
pouch that prevents his clothes from becoming sullied from his 
emissions, nor goats with a pouch that is on their udders so that 
they will not be scratched by stones, nor a cow with the muzzle 
that is on its mouth," nor foals with baskets of fodder that are 
around their mouths into the public domain. And an animal 
may neither go out with metal shoes that are on its feet, nor with 
an amulet that is placed on the animal to promote its good health, 
even if the amulet has proven effective. And this is a stricture 
that applies to animals beyond the strictures that apply to people, 
as a person is permitted to go out into the public domain with an 
amulet that has proved effective. 


However, an animal may go out with a bandage that is on a 
wound, and with splints that are ona broken bone so that it will 
heal properly, and with the afterbirth hanging from its womb. 
And one may plug the bell hanging from an animal’s neck to 
prevent it from ringing, and then the animal may walk with it in 
the courtyard, which is a private domain, but not in a public 
domain. 


In any case, it is taught here: Nor foals with baskets of fodder 
that are around their mouths into the public domain. By infer- 
ence: It is specifically into the public domain that they may not 
go with fodder baskets in their mouths; however, in a courtyard, 
they may well walk with a basket of fodder. What? Is it not refer- 
ring to large foals around whose necks fodder baskets are hung 
for their pleasure? 


The Gemara answers: No, it is referring to small foals, and the 
baskets are hung to prevent their discomfort." The legs ofa young 
foal are long and its neck is short. Consequently, eating from the 
ground is difficult. Hanging the fodder basket around its neck 
enables it to eat without bending down. The Gemara adds: This 
is also precise in the language of the Tosefta, as it teaches the case 
of the foals 


similar to the case of an amulet worn for healing purposes. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is the correct 
understanding. 


The Gemara further examines the baraita cited earlier. The Master 
said: Nor may an animal go out with an amulet on Shabbat, even 
if the amulet proved effective. The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn 
in a mishna: One may not go out on Shabbat with an amulet that 
has not proved effective? By inference: If the amulet proved 
effective, he may well do so. The Gemara answers: Here too, it is 
referring to an amulet that has not proved effective. 


The Gemara asks: Doesn't the baraita teach: Even if the amulet 
proved effective? The Gemara answers: The baraita is referring 
to an amulet that proved effective for a person, and did not 
prove effective for an animal." The Gemara wonders: Is there 
an amulet that proved effective for a person and is not effective 
for an animal? Healing an animal should be easier than healing a 
person. The Gemara answers: Yes, an amulet aids a person, who 
is under the protection of an advocate angel [mazal];" however, 
it does not aid an animal, which is not under the protection of 
an advocate angel. 
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The Gemara poses a question: If so, that the baraita is referring to an amu- 
let that did not prove effective for an animal, but if the amulet proved effec- 
tive, the animal may indeed go out into the public domain with it; what is 
the meaning of the phrase in the Tosefta: And this is a stricture that applies 
to animals beyond the strictures that apply to people? The halakha is the 
same with regard to both people and animals. If the amulet has proven ef- 
fective, even an animal may go out with it on Shabbat. If it has not proven 
effective, even a person may not go out with it. The Gemara responds: Do 
you hold that this statement is referring to an amulet? It is referring to a 
shoe; an animal may not go out with a shoe on Shabbat, but a person may. 


With regard to whether and to what extent the discomfort of animals is a 
factor taken into consideration on Shabbat, the Gemara says: Come and 
hear that which was taught in a baraita: One may smear on oil and scrape 
off a scab on Shabbat for a person," and one may not smear on oil and 
scrape off a scab for an animal." Is it not referring here to a case where 
there is a wound, and he smears on oil and scrapes the scab due to the 
discomfort caused by the wound, and nevertheless it was permitted exclu- 
sively for a person and not for an animal? The Gemara rejects this argument: 
No, it is referring to a case where the wound has already ceased and healed, 
and he smears oil and scrapes due to the pleasure caused by the treatment. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof: Come and hear that which was 
taught in the following baraita: With regard to an animal suffering from 
heart congestion that restricts its blood supply and whose temperature has 
risen, one may not stand it in water so that it will cool off. However, with 
regard to a person suffering from heart congestion that restricts his blood 
supply, one may stand him in water so that he will cool off. Apparently, 
the suffering of an animal is of no concern. Ulla said: Here, the Sages issued 
a decree prohibiting all healing on Shabbat due to the crushing of herbs 
for medicinal purposes, which is prohibited by Torah law. The Sages pro- 
hibited cooling the animal in water lest one come to grind the ingredients 
used in the preparation of medicine. 


If so, the same decree should also apply in the case of a person. It should 
be prohibited to stand a sick person in water to cool him off due to the 
rabbinic prohibition against engaging in healing on Shabbat. The Gemara 
answers: In the case of a person, it appears as if he entered the water 
merely to cool off, not necessarily to cure an illness. 


The Gemara asks: If so, say in the case of an animal as well that it appears 
as if it entered the water merely to cool off, not necessarily to cure an illness. 
The Gemara answers: An animal does not typically enter the water on its 
own to cool off. Neither does one typically stand an animal in water to cool 
it off unless it serves some healing purpose. Apparently, due to a decree, the 
Sages were stringent and prohibited standing the animal in water even if it 
will die as a result. 


The Gemara now asks: Do we really issue a decree for an animal?" Wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita: If an animal were standing beyond the Shabbat 
limit," a situation in which it is prohibited to go fetch it, he may call the 
animal and it will come to him on its own? And we do not issue a decree 
to prohibit calling the animal, lest he come to bring it himself. Apparently, 
the Sages did not issue a decree in a case where one could incur a loss and 
there is no actual transgression committed. Here too, it should not be 
prohibited to stand his animal in water due to a decree lest he come to grind 
herbs and thereby violate a Torah prohibition. 


And Ravina said: No proof can be cited from this case, as here it is a situ- 
ation where the animal’s Shabbat limit was subsumed within the limit of 
its owner.” The animal strayed beyond its own Shabbat limit, which is de- 
termined by the Shabbat limit of the shepherd entrusted with its herding. 
However, the animal remained within the Shabbat limit of its owner, which 
extended beyond that of the shepherd. Consequently, the owner is permit- 
ted to call the animal so that it will return on its own. Even if he forgets and 
goes out to fetch the animal, he will not have gone beyond his Shabbat 
limit. The fact that the animal itself went beyond its Shabbat limit is of no 
concern. 


HALAKHA 


One may smear on oil and scrape off a scab on 
Shabbat for a person - o PEWA p: One 
may smear on oil and scrape a scab off a person's 
body on Shabbat, even if it is only for pleasure, 
and leaving the scab would not cause pain (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:30; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:22). 


And one may not smear on oil and scrape off a 
scab for an animal - mamta) srw P39 prs): One 
may not smear oil and tend to a healed wound on 
an animal's body for the animal's pleasure. How- 
ever, if the animal will suffer without that treatment, 
it is permitted (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:30; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 332:2). 


NOTES 


Do we really issue a decree for an animal — 
pw: man: Some authorities explain this ques- 
ion as follows: Is it prohibited to cause an animal 
o perform an action that one is prohibited to do 
by rabbinic decree? (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 
The fact that proof is cited from the halakhot of 
he Shabbat limit, a rabbinic prohibition, to the 
halakhot of crushing herbs, which is prohibited by 
Torah law, is not difficult, as, with regard to animals, 
here are instances where the Sages are more strin- 
gent with regard to rabbinic decrees than they are 
with regard to Torah prohibitions (Rabbi Yehuda 
Bakhrakh). 


Beyond the Shabbat limit - onah yin: By rab- 
binic decree, and some say by Torah law, each 
person has a Shabbat limit, beyond the city limits, 
within which he is permitted to walk on Shabbat. 
Even animals and inanimate objects have a limit, 
determined by the limit of the person to whose 
care they are entrusted, beyond which they may 
not be taken. In the case discussed here, there is a 
place that was beyond the animal's Shabbat limit 
and within its owner's Shabbat limit. Therefore, the 
owner is permitted to call the animal to come to 
him (see Rashash). 


BACKGROUND 


Its Shabbat limit and his Shabbat limit - oma 
ivy ayw: In this sketch, one sees the animal is 
standing within its Shabbat limit, while part of its 
limit overlaps its owner's Shabbat limit. The owner 
is permitted to go to the place where the animal 
is currently standing. 


Overlapping Shabbat limits 
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HALAKHA 

An animal that ate vetch — pvp moxw mara: If 
an animal ate a large amount of vetch, a climbing 
plant from the legume family, and is now suffering, it 
is permitted to run it around the courtyard to loosen its 
bowels. There is no room for concern that he is thereby 
violating the rabbinic decree prohibiting healing activi- 
ties on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 21:30; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 332:3). 


A zav may not go out with his pouch - 317 xx x 
bw yaa: A zav may not go out on Shabbat wearing a 
pouch to receive his emissions so that his clothes not 
become sullied (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 19:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:13). 


To dry...to conserve the milk - abp.. wa: Goats 
may go out with their udders bound to dry the milk 
supply. However, it is prohibited if this was done to 
conserve the milk and to prevent it from dripping onto 
the ground (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
20:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:6). 


NOTES 
To dry...to conserve the milk - sbry>..war: It is pro- 
hibited for a cow to wear a pouch under its udders on 
Shabbat because it is designed to conserve the milk. 
Since it is prohibited to milk a cow on Shabbat, the 
pouch has no use and is considered a burden (Rab- 
beinu Yona). 


How dishonorable is this person — mt DIK 3193 7123: 
Had the person miraculously acquired money, there 
are many things that he could have done with it, but 
now a miracle with a very limited scope was performed 
or him (lyyun Ya‘akov). In addition, even though what 
ranspired was miraculous, it was performed for the 
baby, and not for the father (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


BACKGROUND 
He developed breasts like the two breasts of a wom- 
an — TPN YT WD pT: While this is not a common 
phenomenon, it is not impossible. Similar phenomena 
are found, though rarely, in other species as well, e.g., 
male goats that produce milk. This subject is even dis- 
cussed in the halakhic literature. 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The matter of the decree due to crush- 
ing herbs is itself subject to a dispute between the tanna’im. As it 

was taught in a baraita: In the case of an animal that ate vetch," which 

caused a life-threatening case of constipation, one may not run it 

around in the courtyard to loosen its bowels due to the decree pro- 
hibiting healing. Rabbi Oshaya deems it permitted. Apparently, the 

tanna’im disagree whether or not healing is prohibited with regard to 

animals. The Gemara adds that Rava taught: The halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya. 


The Master said: Neither may a zav go out with his pouch," which 
prevents his clothes from becoming sullied by his emissions, nor 
goats with the pouch that is on their udders. The Gemara asks: 
Wasn't it taught in a different baraita: Goats may go out with the 
pouch that is on their udders? 


Rav Yehuda said: This is not difficult. This baraita is referring to a 
pouch that is tied tightly to the udder. It is permitted because there is 
no concern that the pouch will fall. That baraita is referring to a pouch 
that is not tightly tied. It is prohibited because of the concern that the 
pouch will fall and a person will come to retrieve it. 


Rav Yosef said: Have you removed the tanna’im from the world? 
This is subject to a disagreement between the tanna’im, as we learned 
in our mishna: She-goats may go out with their udders bound. Rab- 
bi Yosei Rabbi Yosei prohibits the animals from going out with all 
of these items, as he considers them burdens, except for the ewes 
that are kevunot. Rabbi Yehuda says: Goats may go out on Shabbat 
with their udders bound to dry their milk supply and discontinue 
their lactation in order to facilitate conception, as in that case, they 
are tied with a tight, permanent knot. However, they may not go out 
with their udders bound to conserve the milk,"" as in that case they 
are bound loosely. Apparently, there are tanna’im who rule leniently 
with regard to attaching pouches to the udders of goats and permit 
the practice, and others prohibit doing so. 


And if you wish, say instead: Both this baraita and that baraita were 
taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and never- 
theless it is not difficult. Here, where the goats are permitted to go 
out with a pouch on their udders, the baraita is referring to a case 
where it was done to dry their milk supply. There, where goats are 
prohibited to do so, the baraita is referring to a case where it was done 
to conserve the milk. 


The Gemara adds: It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: 
‘There was an incident involving the goats belonging to the residents 
of a house in Antioch whose udders were especially large and they 
would drag along the ground. And they made pouches for them so 
that their udders would not get scratched. 


The Gemara cites a related baraita in which the Sages taught: There 
was an incident where one man’s wife died, and she left him a son 
to nurse, and he did not have money to pay the wages of a wet-nurse. 
And a miracle was performed on his behalf, and he developed 
breasts like the two breasts of a woman,’ and he nursed his son. 


Rav Yosef said: Come and see how great this person is that a mir- 
acle of that magnitude was performed on his behalf. Abaye said to 
him: On the contrary, how dishonorable is this person’ that the 
order of creation was altered on his behalf. A miracle was indeed 
performed on his behalf; however, it was performed in a demeaning 
and unpleasant manner. 


Rav Yehuda added and said: Come and see how difficult it is to 
provide for a person’s sustenance. It is so difficult that the order of 
creation had to be altered on his behalf, which was apparently easi- 
er than providing him a source of financial support. Rav Nahman 
said: Know that it is so, as miracles are often performed on a person's 
behalf; however, it has not yet happened that food was miraculously 
created in a person’s home. 
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The Gemara relates another unusual story. The Sages taught: 

There was an incident involving one man who married a one- 
armed woman," and he did not realize that she was one-armed 

until the day that she died. Rav said: Come and see how 
modest this woman was that her husband did not realize this 

about her. Rabbi Hiyya said to him: That is typical conduct 

for her, as a woman typically covers herself. All the more so a 

one-armed woman makes sure to cover her defect. Rather, say: 
How modest was this man that he did not recognize this in 

his wife. 


We learned in our mishna: Rams may go out levuvin." The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of levuvin?’ Rav Huna said: 
Tied [tutri]: in pairs. The Gemara explains: From where may it 
be inferred that this word levuvin is a term of closeness? As it 
is written: “You have drawn me near [libavtini], my sister my 


bride” (Song of Songs 4:9). 


Ulla said: Levuvin refers to animal hide that one ties over the 
hearts [lev] of rams so that wolves will not attack them. The 
Gemara asks: Do wolves attack rams but do not attack ewes? 
Why is this protection provided only to males? The Gemara 
answers: Because the males walk at the head of the flock. The 
Gemara asks: Do wolves attack the head of the flock but not 
the rear of the flock? Rather, the wolves prey specifically on 
the rams because they are plump. The Gemara asks: Are there 
no plump ones among the ewes? And furthermore, do the 
wolves know how to distinguish between these, the plump ones, 
and those, the thin ones? Rather, the wolves prey specifically 
on the rams because they raise their noses and walk while 
looking to both sides.” The wolves think that they are preparing 
to attack them. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Levuvin refers to animal hide 
that one ties under their male organ so that they will not 
mount the females. And from where do we derive that mean- 
ing? Because the latter clause states: Ewes may go out 
shehuzot.“" What is the meaning of shehuzot? It means that 
they fasten [she’ohazin] their tails with animal hide so that the 
males may mount them more easily. It is reasonable to explain 
that the first clause refers to an action undertaken so that the 
males will not mount the females, and the latter clause to an 
action undertaken so that the males will mount them. 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that this word 
shehuzot is a term of exposure? The Gemara answers: As it is 
written in the description of a wicked woman: “And behold 
there met him a woman 


with the attire of a harlot [shit zona] and wily of heart” (Prov- 
erbs 7:10). Shehuzot can be interpreted as an acronym of the 
words shit zona, attire of a harlot, with the letters tav and het, 
which are similar in form, interchanged. 


We learned in the mishna: Ewes may go out kevulot." The Ge- 
mara asks: What is the meaning of kevulot? It means that they 
bind their tails down with animal hide so that the males will 
not mount them. The Gemara explains: From where may it be 
inferred that this word kavul is a term meaning does not pro- 
duce fruit? As it is written, when Solomon gave a portion of 
land to Hiram, he complained: “What cities are these which 
you have given me, my brother? And he called them the land 
of Kavul to this day” (1 Kings 9:13). 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
Who married a one-armed woman — 33 TWX KUIW: 
The connection to the previous story seems to be that 
in both cases there are two different assessments of the 
same reality. 


Levuvin - posh: Some commentaries explain that /evuvin 
refers to cloths and other ornaments placed over their 
hearts (Meiri). 


Shehuzot - niinw: The Jerusalem Talmud cites two terms: 
shuzot and shehuzot. Shuzot is understood on the basis of 
the verse: “Attire [shit] of a harlot” (Proverbs 7:10), whereas 
shehuzot means prepared for use, as in the phrase: One 
sharpens [mashhizin] the knife. 


HALAKHA 


Rams may go out /evuvin — para pry ort: Rams may 
go out with a hide tied under their male organs to prevent 
them from mounting females (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 20:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:6). 


Ewes may go out shehuzot - ninnw ninyi Donn: Ewes 
may go out with their tails tied back so that the males can 
more easily mount them (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 20:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:6). 


LANGUAGE 


Tied [tutri] — M1: The word is perhaps connected to the 
Persian tātūra, meaning ropes placed on the legs of horses. 


BACKGROUND 
While looking to both sides — 117 3: According to a vari- 
ant reading, some explain that the rams walk like wolves or 
bears in a very conspicuous manner, thereby challenging 
the wild animals. 


HALAKHA 
Ewes may go out kevulot - nha nixyi Dbm: Ewes 
may go out on Shabbat with their tails tied down to 
prevent the males from mounting them (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:12). 
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HALAKHA 


Ewes may go out kevunot - mins: 
Ewes may go out covered with a 
special cloth to keep their wool per- 
fectly clean so that it can be used 
in fashioning fine wool garments 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:6). 


She-goats may go out bound - 
nimy Dixy oxy: If the purpose 
is to dry their milk supply, goats may 
go out with their udders bound. If 
the goal is to prevent the milk from 
dripping on the ground, it is pro- 
hibited. This follows the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda because Rav ruled in 
accordance with his opinion. Ac- 
cording to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
apparently Rabbi Yohanan, despite 
his assertion that the halakha is in 
accordance with the anonymous 
first tanna, also holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
In disputes where Rav and Rabbi 
Yohanan disagree with Shmuel, 
the halakha is ruled in accordance 
with the majority (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:6). 


LANGUAGE 
Sandy [homton] - jinnin: Some 
commentaries state that the proper 
reading should be homoton, from 
the Greek word &ya8oc, amathos, 
meaning sand or sandy earth. It 
also refers to the sand and salts 
near the sea. 
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NOTES 


What is the meaning of the land of Kavul? Rav Huna said: That the 
people living there were bound [mekhubalin] and surrounded by silver 
and gold. Rava said to him: If so, is that what is written: “And Hiram 
came out of Tyre to see the cities which Solomon had given him, and they 
pleased him not” (1 Kings 9:12)? Because the people there were bound 
in silver and gold, the cities were not pleasing in his eyes? Rav Huna 
said to him: Yes, indeed, it was precisely the abundant wealth that dis- 
pleased Hiram. Since the people were wealthy and delicate, they did not 
perform labor. Hiram was seeking people whom he could enlist in the 
service of the king. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It was a sandy [homton]' expanse of land. 
And why was it called Kavul? It is because the leg sinks into it up to the 
ankle [kavla]. And people say in describing poor quality land: Land that 
is bound [mekhabela] shut, i.e., that does not produce fruit. 


We learned in the mishna: Ewes may go out kevunot." The Gemara asks: 

What is the meaning of kevunof? It is that they covered [mekhabnin] the 

animal to produce fine wool. Sheep were wrapped in cloth from the day 
they were born so that their wool would remain perfectly clean and it 

could be used in fashioning especially fine wool garments. As we learned 

in a mishna: The color of a leprous sore [se’et] is like that of white wool. 
The Gemara asked: What is white wool? Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: Like 

the clean wool of a newborn lamb, which they cover from birth to pro- 
duce fine wool. 


Our mishna continues: And the she-goats may go out with their udders 
bound." Rabbi Yosei prohibits doing so. Rabbi Yehuda distinguishes 
between a case where the udders were bound to dry the milk supply and 
a case where they were bound to conserve the milk. It was stated that the 
amora'im disagreed with regard to the ruling in this dispute: Rav said: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and 
Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei. 


And there are those who teach this halakha independent of the mishna. 
Rav said: If the udders were bound to dry the milk supply it is permitted, 
and not if they were bound to conserve the milk. And Shmuel said: Both 
this and that are prohibited. 


And there are those who taught this dispute with regard to this baraita: 
Goats may go out with their udders bound to dry the milk supply but 

not to conserve the milk. In the name of Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira they 
said: That is the halakha, based on the letter of the law, but who can cast 

lots to determine by sight alone which udder is bound to dry the milk 
supply and which was bound to conserve the milk? And since one can- 
not distinguish between them, the Sages said: Both this and that are 

prohibited. Shmuel said, and some say Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel 

said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 

ben Beteira. In terms of practical halakha, according to all versions of the 

disagreement, Shmuel holds that it is prohibited in both cases. When 

Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan 

said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the anonymous 

first tanna" of the mishna. He permits goats to go out with their udders 

bound in all cases. 


MI SHN Ao with what may an animal not go out into the 


public domain on Shabbat? A camel may not go out 
with a saddlecloth," nor may it go out akud or ragul, which are different 
ways of tying its legs together, as will be explained in the Gemara. And 
likewise, tying all other animals in those manners is prohibited. 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna - Sap KN n: According to Rashi, there are three 
opinions in ‘the matter: Rav holds in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda and permits binding the udders in some 
cases. Shmuel prohibits doing so in all cases. Rabbi Yohanan, 
adopting the opinion of the anonymous first tanna, permits 
doing so in all cases. According to Rav Hai Gaon, the first tanna 
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mentioned here is the first tanna of the baraita cited above, 


who agrees with Rabbi Yehuda. 


A camel with a saddlecloth — nbvbiwna baa: Apparently, other 


animals as well may not go out with a saddlecloth. However, 


this halakha was taught with regard to a camel because there 
is a special halakha that applies uniquely to a camel, i.e., the 


saddlecloth can be tied to both its tail and hump. The precise 
nature of this metultelet, which is translated as saddlecloth, 
is not clear. Some commentaries maintain that it is a cloth 
hanging from the camel's tail as an identifying mark or a talis- 
man (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna). Others explain 
that it is a pillow under its tail (Me’ri). Yet others hold that it is 
a saddlecloth used exclusively for camels (Rashi and others). 


ivan ma m ods twp xd 
it sind ‘whan DA ‘bas 
sre bw sab ivan 


ndvbwwna baat ey? xd ran 793 
Kyi bax jana i> mpwpa 
iana mywpI ‘nopdwaa KIT 
KAT 32 70 Y inoin 
mwpI nbvbiwna basa Kyi 

amples ah 


TPT ay are ax dy apy xd” 
1a pay bay t apy apy 
by iy qia soy - baa oa 

awp iyi a 


A OD NW - TPY IPMA 
m by it qia bw - on Don 
ONT D WONT KIT WP fyi 
bay PPY — TPY KANT, KAN 
- Y DATIV DD NW iX 

wp pia bya ria oy 


NWI NAJWI DT N7 DN) 
INOW MBN K — XDD) 


IKIN ONT OD oT NIT KIN 
ra pose Dany V PPY - APY 
by iy qia Kow - ban oma 

wp pitas 


awoyy ne "oa wp? KIY 
IKOS PAT OWA PWN 27 WX 
Sap? DST 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


And likewise, one may not tie camels one to the other" and pull 
the lead camel, thereby pulling the others after it. However, he may 
place the ropes tied to each of the camels in his hand and pull them 
all, provided that he does not intertwine the ropes. 


G E M ARA It was taught in the Tosefta: A camel may 


not go out with a saddlecloth" tied to its 
tail alone. However, it may go out with a saddlecloth tied to both 
its tail and its hump, as in that case one can assume that the saddle- 
cloth will not fall off. Rabba bar Rav Huna said: A female camel 
may go out with a saddlecloth tied to its afterbirth. Because any 
movement of the saddlecloth will cause pain, the animal will not 
attempt to detach it. Therefore, there is no room for concern lest 
it fall. 


We learned in the mishna: A camel may not go out akud or ragul." 
Rav Yehuda said: Akud means that the animal’s foreleg and hind 
leg are bound together, similar to the binding of Isaac, son of 
Abraham," with regard to whom the term vayaakod is employed. 
Ragul means that one may not bend the lower part of the foreleg 
onto the upper foreleg and tie it. That was done so that the camel 
would have the use of only three legs and would be unable to run 
away. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita: Akud 
means that the animal’s two forelegs and two hind legs are bound 
together. Ragul means that one may not bend the lower part of the 
foreleg onto the upper foreleg and tie it. The Gemara answers: Rav 
Yehuda holds in accordance with this tanna, as it was taught in a 
baraita: Akud means that either the animal's foreleg and hind leg 
or its two forelegs and two hind legs are bound together. Ragul 
means that one may not bend the lower part of the foreleg onto 
the upper foreleg and tie it. 


The Gemara asks: And this baraita and Rav Yehuda’s statement are 
still not the same. Granted, the first clause, the first case of akud, 
and the last clause, the case of ragul, work out well. The baraita and 
the opinion of Rav Yehuda correspond. However, the middle 
clause is difficult. According to the baraita, when the animal's two 
forelegs and two hind legs are bound together, that is also consid- 
ered akud, contrary to Rav Yehuda’s opinion. 


Rather, Rav Yehuda stated his opinion in accordance with this 
tanna, who said in a baraita: Akud means that the animal’s foreleg 
and hind leg are bound together, similar to the binding of Isaac, 
son of Abraham. Ragul means that one may not bend the lower 
part of the foreleg onto the upper foreleg and tie it. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may not tie camels" one to the 
other and pull the lead camel, thereby pulling the others after it. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Rav Ashi said: Because 
he appears like one going to the market [hinga]! to sell merchan- 
dise or to deliver a caravan of camels. In deference to Shabbat, one 
may not create that impression. 


NOTES 


Similar to Isaac, son of Abraham - 07173 [3 PMy2: This anal- 
ogy is based on the fact that the Hebrew root akad appears only 
in the context of the binding of Isaac [akeda]. That is the source 
for the meaning of akud, bound. The specific manner of bind- 
ing sacrifices (see Rashi) is derived from the binding of Isaac. 


One may not tie camels - oyna vw xr: Most commentaries 
explain that it is prohibited to tie several camels one behind the 


Market [hinga] - adry: The majority opinion is that the word 
hinga in this context refers to a market. Elsewhere, Rashi inter- 
prets the term as a long journey. The connotation of a market is 
based on the custom to hold market days in conjunction with 
pagan holidays when large masses of people would gather. 
Therefore, it is called hinga and not haga because haga means 


LANGUAGE 


other, and pull them like a caravan on Shabbat. However, if he 
holds the bits of several camels together, it is permitted. How- 
ever, some authorities rule that leading more than one animal 
at a time is always prohibited. According to that understanding, 
when the Gemara speaks of placing the rope in his hands, it is 
referring to a rope that connects one bit to another (an opinion 
cited in the Tur). 


festival, while hinga indicates the sorrow and pain associated 
with idolatry. In similar fashion, the Sages referred to pagan 
festivals as yom eidam, meaning a day of their misfortune (see 
also Rabbeinu Hananel). Some commentaries teach that the 
word hinga is derived from the word huga, a circle or circuit, 
because one who goes to a market walks around (Meiri). 


HALAKHA =—W¥——___—_- 
One may not tie camels one to the other — Dya wp x 
ma mt: On Shabbat, one may not tie camels front to back as 
in a caravan, and pull the front camel, leading the others 
behind it. On the other hand, if one holds several tethers 
in his hand, it is permitted to pull several camels together. 
According to one authority, even this is forbidden, and only 
a single camel may be led by its bit on Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 305:15). 


A camel...with a saddlecloth - nbvdiona.. bas: A camel 
may not go out to the public domain on Shabbat with its 
saddlecloth, unless it is tied both to its tail and to its hump. 
If it is tied only to its tail, it is prohibited (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
305713). 


Akud or ragul - ban ‘py: A camel or any other animal may 
not go out if its foreleg and hind leg are bound together, or 
if its forefoot is bent back, so that it walks on only three legs, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 305:14). 
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NOTES 

The diverse kinds of man and animal - D174 Dyha: 
The laws prohibiting diverse kinds with regard to animals 
include two separate prohibitions: The first is the pro- 
hibition of mating animals of different species together. 
The second is the prohibition to work a team of animals 
comprised of different species: “You shall not plow with 
an ox and an ass together” (Deuteronomy 22:10). The case 
of a person pulling a plow together with an animal is not 
included in the prohibition: You shall not plow. 


HALAKHA 
A person is permitted to plow and to pull a wagon 
together with all animals - wiinh o3 oy apma os 
pw: It is permitted for a person to labor together with 
an animal. That is not included in the prohibition of diverse 
kinds (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 9:10). 


A single stitch — nny 7937: A swatch of wool and a 
swatch of linen joined by a ‘single stitch are not considered 
joined and are not prohibited by Torah law (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 10:24; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 300:2). 


Provided that a handbreadth of the rope does not hang 
below his hand - i? anan ban xx xbw taba: If one 
leads an animal with a rope out into the public domain on 
Shabbat, he must make certain that a handbreadth of the 
rope does not hang below his hand, in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel and Abaye's conclusion (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 305:16). 


Perek V 
Daf 54 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
A donkey may neither go out with the saddlecloth - px 
nya xxi yin: A donkey may not go out on Shabbat 
with its saddlecloth unless the saddlecloth was tied to its 
back on Shabbat eve (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 20:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:7). 


NOTES 
Nor with a strap that is around its leg — maya xb) 
bna: Some explain that this strap was used to bind the 
fractured hoof of a donkey (geonim). 
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The mishna continues: However, he may place the ropes tied to each 
of the camels in his hand and pull them all, provided that he does not 
intertwine the ropes. Rav Ashi said: This prohibition was taught not 
with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat but only with regard to the 
halakhot of prohibited mixtures of diverse kinds. The Gemara asks: 
Diverse kinds of what? If you say that it is referring to the prohibited 
mixture of the diverse kinds of man and animal," i.e., a person may 
not be tied to an animal, just as plowing with the diverse kinds of an 
ox and a donkey is prohibited, that is difficult. Didn’t we learn in a 
mishna: A person is permitted to plow and to pull a wagon together 
with all animals," as the prohibition is limited to diverse kinds of 
animals? 


Rather, the problem here is one of diverse kinds of ropes. If one rope 
is made of wool and another of linen, it is prohibited to intertwine 
them because that would create a forbidden mixture of the diverse 
kinds of wool and linen. However, this too is difficult, as, wasn’t it 
taught in a baraita: One who attaches a swatch of wool and a swatch 
of linen with a single stitch" or knot, it is not considered a connec- 
tion with regard to the prohibition of diverse kinds? All the more so 
in this case, where the ropes are not tied together at all but are mere- 
ly intertwined, it should not be considered a connection. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the problem here is one of diverse 
kinds of ropes, and the mishna is saying as follows: Provided that 
he does not intertwine the ropes and tie them together. Ropes that 
are intertwined and tied together constitute a double knot, which is 
considered a connection with regard to the prohibition of diverse 
kinds of wool and linen. 


Shmuel said that there is another restriction that applies to pulling 
camels with ropes on Shabbat. It is only permitted provided that a 
handbreadth of the rope does not hang below his hand" to avoid 
the appearance that he is carrying a rope in his hand on Shabbat. The 
Gemara raises an objection: Didn’t a Sage of the school of Shmuel 
teach a baraita: Provided that two handbreadths of the rope do not 
hang below his hand? 


Abaye said: Now that Shmuel said one handbreadth, and a Sage of 
the school of Shmuel taught two handbreadths, it is reasonable to 
conclude that Shmuel came to teach us the practical halakha. Even 
though the tanna’im permitted pulling the camel as long as there is 
less than two handbreadths of rope hanging below his hand, in prac- 
tice, one should be stringent and not leave even one handbreadth 
hanging. 


The Gemara raises an objection: Wasn't it taught in a baraita: This is 
only permitted provided that he raises the rope one handbreadth 
from the ground? Apparently, there is no restriction with regard to 
the length of rope that may hang below the person's hand. The Ge- 
mara answers: When this baraita was taught, it was taught with re- 
gard to the length of rope between the camel and the person holding 
it. That part of the rope may not sag to the ground; rather, it must be 
raised at least one handbreadth so that it is clear that the rope is at- 
tached to the camel. 


MI S H N A This mishna lists additional objects with which 


an animal may not go out into the public do- 
main on Shabbat: A donkey may neither go out with the saddle- 
cloth" when it is not tied to its back, nor with a bell even if it is 
plugged to prevent it from ringing, nor with a ladder that is around 
its neck, nor with a strap that is around its leg." 
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And the roosters may not go out with strings and not with a 
strap on their feet, which are tied there as a sign of ownership. 
And the rams may not go out with a small wagon under their 
tails," as it was common practice to put a small wagon under the 
tails of grown sheep so that the tail would not be injured by drag- 
ging on the ground. 


And ewes may not go out hanunot, nor may a calf go out with a 
gimon,' nor may a cow go out with the skin of a hedgehog 
[kupar], "" nor with a strap between its horns. The mishna relates 
that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’s cow" would go out on Shabbat 
with a strap between its horns, contrary to the will of the Sages. 


G E M ARA We learned in the mishna that a donkey 


may not go out on Shabbat with a saddle- 
cloth if it was not tied to its back. The Gemara explains: What is 
the reason? As we stated above, there is room for concern that 
when not secured, the saddlecloth is liable to fall off the animal’s 
back, and its owner may come to retrieve the saddlecloth in the 
public domain. 


We also learned in the mishna: A donkey may not go out with a 
bell even if it is plugged to prevent it from ringing. The reason is 
that the animal's owner appears like one going to the market, 
who adorns his donkey with bells in honor of market day. 


It was also taught in the mishna: Nor with a ladder that is around 
its neck. Rav Huna said: This refers to a device tied to the jaw. 
For what purpose does the owner do so to the animal? For a 
circumstance in which the animal has a wound, so that it does 
not chafe it again and exacerbate the wound. 


The mishna continues: Nor with a strap that is around its leg. 
The Gemara explains: What purpose does this strap serve? The 
owner does so to the animal to protect its strides. If its legs are 
slightly bent so that they knock against each other when the ani- 
mal walks, a strap is tied there to prevent injury. 


We learned further in the mishna: And the roosters may not go 
out with strings. For what purpose does the owner place the 
strings? He does so to the roosters as a sign indicating to whom 
they belong, so that they will not be confused with other roosters. 


The mishna continues: Nor with a strap on their feet. The Ge- 
mara explains that the owner does so to the roosters so that they 
will not break vessels. When their legs are tied, they jump around 
less and cause less damage. The mishna teaches: Rams may not 
go out with a small wagon under their tails. The Gemara explains 
that these wagons were placed there in order that their tails will 
not be injured. 


The mishna teaches: And ewes may not go out hanunot. The 
Gemara relates that Rav Aha bar Ulla sat before Rav Hisda and 
he sat and he said: From when they shear the wool off the animal, 
they soak a soft swatch of wool or some other material in oil and 
place it on the animal's forehead so that it will not catch cold 
until its wool grows back. Hanunot refers to animals with those 
swatches. Rav Hisda said to him: If so, you turned the animal 
into the Exilarch, Mar Ukva. That is treatment fit for him, not for 
a shorn sheep. 


Rather, Rav Pappa bar Shmuel sat before Rav Hisda, and he sat 
and he said: At the time that the animal crouches to give birth, 
those tending to the animal soak two swatches of wool in oil, and 
place one on the animal’s forehead and the other on its womb 
so that it will be warmed. Hanunot refers to animals with those 
swatches. Rav Nahman said to him: Ifso, you turned the animal 
into Yalta, my wife, who descended from the house of the Exilarch. 
That is treatment fit for her, not for an animal. 
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NOTES 


And the rams may not go out with a small 
wagon under their tails — peyi? ODT px) 
iow met nA abaya: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud it is explained ‘that a ram may not go 
out with a wagon because the wagon makes a 
groove in the ground. 


Nor may a cow go out with the skin of a 
hedgehog - 9p Tiya ma sh: The Jerusalem 
Talmud explains that this hedgehog skin was 
placed over the cow's udder to prevent calves 
from suckling. Some commentaries state that 
the hedgehog skin was placed on the legs of the 
cow, so that when the animal stands in shallow 
water, leeches would not suck its blood (Meri). 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’s cow - '31 bw ine 
muy ja awhe: Due to the astonishment with 

regard to the phrase in the mishna: Contrary 
o the will of the Sages, and the fact that they 
publicized this action of one of the prominent 
Torah figures of that generation, the Gemara was 

orced to explain that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 

refused to accept the opinion of the Sages and 

he acted defiantly. The Jerusalem Talmud relates 

hat the Sages threatened to exclude him from 

heir company unless he removed the strap 

rom between the cow's horns. There is even 

an opinion that the mishna is referring not to 

his cow, but to his wife, who would go out into 

he public domain with an item prohibited by 
he Sages. To avoid publicizing the matter, the 

mishna refers to her as his cow, based on the 

verse: “If you had not plowed with my heifer” 
(Judges 14:18). 


LANGUAGE 


Gimon — yi1a3: Some authorities explain that this 
is from the Greek word xnyuóç, kemos, meaning 
a horse’s muzzle or a sack for animal feed (Musaf 
HaArukh). 


Hedgehog [kupar] - 154: Apparently, the cor- 
rect reading is that of the Arukh, koped, which 
is similar to the Arabic 48:3, qunfudh. The kipod 
mentioned in Scripture is a nocturnal bird, while 
the quill-covered rodent mentioned in this con- 
text is called a koped. 
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NOTES 
Anda calf may not go out with a gimon — p¥%) 
pana xxi Saya: Gimon is a kind of board. In 
the Jerusalem Talmud a variant reading is cited, 
gimol, which is a rod placed on the calf to pre- 
vent the calf from raising its head to suckle. It 
was used in order to wean it. 


Wherever this pair of Sages is mentioned -53 
KARIT”: The Gemara offers this emendation 
because of a chronological problem: Rabbi 
Yohanan was much younger than Rav, and there 
was an even greater age difference between 
him and Rabbi Hanina. Therefore, it is difficult 
to imagine that these four Sages sat together 
establishing halakhot and expounding aggadot. 


HALAKHA 

And not with a strap that is between its 
horns — mp paw mysa K: An animal may 
not go out on Shabbat with a strap tied be- 
tween its horns, whether it was for ornamental 
purposes or whether it was to secure the animal, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav. In dis- 
putes between Rav and Shmuel in ritual matters, 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
20:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:17). 


Anyone who has the capability to effectively 
protest - ning WIRY N bs: One who is in a 
position to protest the ‘sinful behavior of another 
and fails to do so is punished for that person's 
sins (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 6:7). 
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Rather, Rav Huna said: There is a certain tree in the cities on the sea 
shore, and hanun is its name. Those tending to the animal bring a wood 
chip from the tree and place it in the animal's nose so that it will sneeze 
and the worms on its head will fall. The Gemara asks: If so, not only 
ewes but also rams should be given this treatment. The Gemara answers: 
Since the rams butt heads with each other, the worms fall in any event. 
Shimon the Nazirite said: Hanunot is referring to animals into whose 
nose the chip of a broom tree would be placed. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the explanation of Rav Huna 
that it is the chip taken from the hanun tree, that is why the mishna 
teaches the halakha employing the term hanunot. However, according 
to the explanations proposed by the other Sages, what is the reason 
that the mishna employed the term hanunot? The Gemara explains: 
Because we do something to the animals that indicates that we have 
mercy on them; hanunot in the sense of merciful. 


We learned in the mishna: And a calf may not go out on Shabbat with 
a gimon. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: A calf with a gi- 
mon? Rav Huna said: A small yoke is placed on the calfin order to train 
it from an early age to bear a yoke. Rabbi Elazar said: From where is it 
inferred that this term gimon is a term of bending? As it is written: 
“Is it to bow down his head like a bulrush [agmon]” (Isaiah 58:5). 
There is an etymological similarity between the words gimon and agmon. 


The mishna continues: And a cow may not go out on Shabbat with the 
skin of a hedgehog placed over its udder. The Gemara explains that the 
owner does this to the cow so that creeping animals will not suckle 
from it.® 


It was also taught in the mishna: And not with a strap that is between 
its horns." The Gemara notes: If this is explained according to the 
opinion of Rav, whether the strap was intended as an ornament or 
whether it was intended to secure the animal, it is prohibited for the 
cow to go out into the public domain with it. If this is explained accord- 
ing to the opinion of Shmuel, if the strap was intended as an ornament, 
it is prohibited; ifit was intended to secure the animal, it is permitted. 


The mishna relates that the cow of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya would go 
out on Shabbat with a strap between its horns, contrary to the will of 
the Sages. The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya have only 
one cow? Didn’t Rav say, and some say that Rav Yehuda said that Rav 
said: Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya would tithe from his herds 12,000 
calves each and every year? There were 120, 000 calves born in his herds 
annually. There is no way, then, to speak of the cow of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya. 


The Gemara answers: It was taught in the Tosefta: The cow was not his; 
rather, it was his neighbor’s. And because he did not protest her 
conduct and tell her that doing so is prohibited the cow was called by 
his name to his discredit, as if it were his. 


It was related that Rav, and Rabbi Hanina, and Rabbi Yohanan, and 

Rav Haviva taught the statement cited below. The Gemara comments: 
Throughout the order of Moed, wherever this pair of Sages is 

mentioned,” exchange Rabbi Yohanan and insert Rabbi Yonatan in 

his place. In any event, they said: Anyone who had the capability to 

effectively protest" the sinful conduct of the members of his house- 
hold and did not protest, he himself is apprehended for the sins of the 

members of his household and punished. If he is in a position to 

protest the sinful conduct of the people of his town, and he fails to do 

so, he is apprehended for the sins of the people of his town. Ifhe is in 

a position to protest the sinful conduct of the whole world, and he fails 

to do so, he is apprehended for the sins of the whole world. 


So that creeping animals will not suckle from it - ore ay Kbt: 
The identity of the creeping animals in this context is not clear (see 
the Tosafot). Some commentaries maintain that the reference is to 
a type of lizard, which in certain places was thought to suckle from 


BACKGROUND 
goats and cows. Rats may also try to lick the milk from the udder or 
to gnaw at the udder. Because of all these pests, it was common 
practice to wrap a cow’s udder with hedgehog skin so the quills 
would keep them away. 
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Rav Pappa said: And the members of the household of the Exi- 
larch were apprehended and punished for the sins of the whole 

world. Because their authority extends across the entire Jewish 

world, it is in their hands to ensure that nobody commit a transgres- 
sion. As indicated by that which Rabbi Hanina said: What is the 

meaning of that which is written: “The Lord will enter into judg- 
ment with the Elders of His people and its princes, saying: It is 

you who have eaten up the vineyard; the robbery of the poor is in 

your houses” (Isaiah 3:14)? The question arises: If the princes 

sinned by committing robbery, 


what did the Elders, i.e., the Sages of that generation, do that was 
considered a sin? Rather, say: God will enter into judgment with 
the Elders because they did not protest the sinful conduct of the 
princes. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Yehuda was sitting before Shmuel when 
this woman came and cried before Shmuel about an injustice that 
had been committed against her, and Shmuel paid no attention to 
her. Rav Yehuda said to Shmuel: Doesn’t the Master hold in ac- 
cordance with the verse: “Whoever stops his ears at the cry of the 
poor, he also shall cry himself, but shall not be heard” (Proverbs 
21:13)? He said to him: Big-toothed one, your superior, i.e., I, your 
teacher, will be punished in cold water. The superior of your su- 
perior will be punished in hot water." Mar Ukva, who sits as 
president of the court, is responsible for those matters. 


And from where is it derived that this responsibility is incumbent 
upon the house of the Exilarch? As it is written: “House of David, 
so says the Lord: Execute judgment in the morning, and deliver 
him that is robbed out of the hand of the oppressor, lest My fury 
go forth like fire, and burn so that none can quench it because of 
the evil of your doings” (Jeremiah 21:12). The Exilarch is a direct 
descendant of the house of David. 


With regard to the issue of reprimand, it was related that Rabbi 
Zeira said to Rabbi Simon: Let the Master reprimand the mem- 
bers of the house of the Exilarch, as Rabbi Simon had some influ- 
ence over them. Rabbi Simon said to him: They will not accept 
reprimand from me. Rabbi Zeira said to him: Let my master rep- 
rimand them even if they do not accept it. 


As Rabbi Aha, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: Never did a promise 
manifesting a good attribute emerge from the mouth of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, and He later retracted it and rendered it evil," 
except with regard to this matter, as it is written: “And the Lord 
said to him: Go through the midst of the city, through the midst 
of Jerusalem, and set a mark [tav] upon the foreheads of the men 
that sigh and that cry on account of all the abominations that are 
done in her midst” (Ezekiel 9:4). 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to the angel Gabriel: Go and 
inscribe a tav of ink on the foreheads of the righteous as a sign so 
that the angels of destruction will not have dominion over them. 
And inscribe a tav of blood" on the foreheads of the wicked as a 
sign so that the angels of destruction will have dominion over 
them. 


The attribute of justice said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: 
Master of the Universe, how are these different from those?" He 
said to that attribute: These are full-fledged righteous people and 
those are full-fledged wicked people. The attribute of justice said 
to Him: Master of the Universe, it was in the hands of the righteous 
to protest the conduct of the wicked, and they did not protest. 


NOTES 


The superior of your superior will be punished 
in hot water — "ana PRIT KWY: Apparently, 
Shmuel referred to boiling water based on the 
verse, which describes punishment through heat: 


“Lest My fury issue forth like fire” Jeremiah 4:4). 


He said that he would not be scalded like Mar 
Ukva, who served as head of the court (Maharsha, 
Hokhmat Manoah). 


Never did a promise manifesting a good attri- 
bute emerge from the mouth of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, and He later retracted it and 
rendered it evil — »919 Mate mn any? x) odipa 
mwi AD UM MIT A vit: This assertion, which 
is cited ‘incidentally i in this context, is discussed in 
greater detail in other sources. It is extremely sig- 
nificant, particularly with regard to the Rambam’s 
ruling with regard to the credibility of prophecy. 
Because God never retracts a favorable promise, 
although He may retract an unfavorable promise, 
the legitimacy of a prophet can only be tested if 
he prophesied about a favorable outcome. The 
realization of that prophecy or the lack thereof 
confirms or denies his legitimacy (see Jeremiah 
28, especially verses 7-9). 


A tav of ink...a tav of blood - by 15...07 by uw 
o7: Those who were not marked with any tav at 
all were the middling ones. On the one hand, they 
were not sentenced to total, immediate destruc- 
tion, but neither were they saved. 


How are these different from those — manwa ma 
bga by: The full-fledged righteous individuals 
in each generation are assessed relative to the 
standards and actions of their own generation. 
Therefore, since these righteous people are not 
perfect, by what merit should they be saved? They 
did not tend to the spiritual well-being of their 
contemporaries (/yyun Ya'akov). 
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And what is different about the letter tav - 
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NOTES 
01 


PARIH: It is clear from the Gemara that the letter tav 
can be interpreted as representing several different 


concepts, including | 
necessary to mark th 
in ink and to mark th 


ife or death. Therefore, it was 
e righteous with a tav written 
e wicked with a tav written in 


blood. Had only one of the groups been marked, the 


significance of the markings may have been misun- 


derstood as, at times, 


he righteous are held liable for 


the sins of the generation and the wicked are saved 


due to the merit of 
therefore, was to mar 
would make its fate c 


The seal of the Holy 


[emet] - Tats MT NA witpa bw inin: In the Jeru- 


salem Talmud itis exp 


each group in a manner that 
ear (lyyun Yaakov). 


One, Blessed be He, is truth 


ained that since >the letters that 


comprise the word emet, alef mem, and tav, are the 


first, middle, and last 


the word alludes to the idea that “I am the first and | 


am the last” (Isaiah 44: 


and with the last | am 
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the same’ (Isaiah 41:4). 
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He said to that attribute: It is revealed and known before Me 
that even had they protested the conduct of the wicked, they 
would not have accepted the reprimand from them. They would 
have continued in their wicked ways. The attribute of justice said 
before Him: Master of the Universe, if it is revealed before You 
that their reprimand would have been ineffective, is it revealed to 
them? The Holy One, Blessed be He, retracted His promise to 
protect the righteous and decided that those who failed to protest 
would also be punished. 


And that is the meaning of that which is written: “Slay utterly 
old and young, both maid, and little children, and women; but 
come not near any man upon whom is the mark; and begin at 
My Sanctuary” (Ezekiel 9:6). And it is written in that same verse: 
“Then they began with the elderly men who were before the 
house.’ Rav Yosef taught: Read not: My Sanctuary [mikdashi], 
rather: Those sanctified to Me [mekudashai]. These are people 
who observed the whole Torah in its entirety from alef through 
tav. And immediately: “And, behold, six men came from the 
way of the higher gate, which lies toward the north, and every 
man with his weapon of destruction in his hand; and one man 
among them was clothed in linen, with a writer’s inkwell by his 
side; and they went in and stood beside the bronze altar” 
(Ezekiel 9:2). 


The Gemara asks: Was there a bronze altar in the Temple in the 

time of Ezekiel? Already in the days of Solomon there was only a 

stone altar. Rather, this should be understood as a figure of speech. 
The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to them: Begin from the 

place where they recite songs of praise before Me. This is a refer- 
ence to the Levites in the Temple whose musical instruments are 

made of bronze. And who are the six men mentioned here? Rav 
Hisda said: Fury, Wrath, and Rage, and Destroyer, and Breaker, 
and Annihilator, six angels of destruction. 


The Gemara asks further: And what is different about the letter 
tav," that it was inscribed on the foreheads of the righteous? Rav 
said: Tav is the first letter of the word tihye, you shall live, indicat- 
ing that the righteous shall live. Tavis also the first letter of the word 
tamut, you shall die, indicating that the wicked shall die. And 
Shmuel said: The letter tav is the first letter of the word tama, 
ceased, indicating that the merit of the Patriarchs has ceased and 
will not help the wicked. Rabbi Yohanan said: The letter tav is the 
first letter of the word tahon, will have mercy, indicating that due to 
the merit of the Patriarchs God will have mercy on the righteous. 


And Reish Lakish said: The letter tav is the last letter of the seal 
of the Holy One, Blessed be He, as Rabbi Hanina said: The seal 
of the Holy One, Blessed be He, is truth [emet]," which ends 
with the letter tav. Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said: The letter 
tav teaches that these are people who observed the entire Torah 
from alef through tav. 


With regard to the statement that the merit of the Patriarchs has 

ceased, the Gemara asks: From when did the merit of the Patri- 
archs cease? Rav said: From the days of the prophet Hosea, son 

of Beeri, as it is stated: “And now I will uncover her lewdness 

in the sight of her lovers, and none shall deliver her out of My 

hand” (Hosea 2:12). Israel will no longer be saved by the merit of 
the Patriarchs. 


And Shmuel said: The merit of the Patriarchs ceased since the 
days of Hazael, as it is stated: “And Hazael, king of Aram, op- 
pressed Israel all the days of Jehoahaz” (11 Kings 13:22). And it 
is written there: “And the Lord was gracious to them, and had 
compassion on them, and turned toward them because of His 
covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob and would not de- 
stroy them; neither has He till now cast them away from His 
presence” (11 Kings 13:23). That was the last time that the merit 
of the Patriarchs was mentioned. 
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Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: The merit of the Patriarchs 
ceased since the days of Elijah the Prophet, as it is stated: “And 
it came to pass at the time of the evening sacrifice, that Elijah 
the Prophet came near and said, Lord, God of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Israel, let it be known this day that you are God in Israel, 
and that I am Your servant, and that I have done all these things 
at Your word” (1 Kings 18:36). By inference: Let it be known this 
day and not afterward because the merit of the Patriarchs will 
cease today. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: The merit of the Patriarchs ceased 
since the days of Hezekiah, as it is stated: “For the increase of 
the realm and for peace without end, upon the throne of David, 
and upon his kingdom to order it, and to establish it with judg- 
ment and with justice; from now and forever the zeal of the 
Lord of hosts performs this” (Isaiah 9:6). That is to say, from this 
point on, the merit of the Patriarchs will not protect Israel, leaving 
only the zeal of the Lord. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of punishment in general and 
the relationship between a person’s actions and the punishments 
meted out against him in particular: Rav Ami said: There is no 
death without sin; were a person not to sin, he would not die. 
And there is no suffering without iniquity. 


The Gemara adduces proof to these assertions: There is no death 
without sin," as it is written: “The soul that sins, it shall die. The 
son shall not bear the iniquity of the father, neither shall the 
father bear the iniquity of the son; the righteousness of the 
righteous shall be upon him, and the wickedness of the wicked 
shall be upon him” (Ezekiel 18:20). A person dies only because 
ofhis own sins and not because of some preexistent sin. And there 
is no suffering without iniquity, as it is written: “Then I will 
punish their transgression with the rod and their iniquity with 
strokes” (Psalms 89:33). 


The Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita: The 
ministering angels said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: 
Master of the Universe, why did You penalize Adam, the first 
man, with the death penalty? He said to them: I gave him a 
simple mitzva, and he violated it. They said to Him: Didn’t 
Moses and Aaron, who observed the whole Torah in its en- 
tirety, nevertheless die? The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to 
them, citing the verse: “All things come alike to all; there is one 
event to the righteous and to the wicked; to the good and to the 
clean, and to the unclean; to him who sacrifices, and to him who 
does not sacrifice; as is the good, so is the sinner; and he who 
swears, as he who fears an oath” (Ecclesiastes 9:2). Apparently, 
death is not dependent upon one’s actions. Everyone dies. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Ami stated his position in accordance 
with this tanna, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar said: Even Moses and Aaron died due to their sin, as it 
is stated: “And the Lord spoke to Moses and Aaron: Because you 
did not believe in Me, to sanctify Me in the eyes of the children 
of Israel, therefore you shall not bring this congregation in to the 
land which I have given them” (Numbers 20:12). Had you be- 
lieved in Me and spoken to the rock as commanded, your time 
would not yet have come to leave the world. Apparently, even 
Moses and Aaron died due to their sins. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES =————————_- 
There is no death without sin - Kon sba mn px: The 
proof of this principle is as follows: If a person does not 
receive the death penalty for the sins of his own father, he 
will certainly not receive the death penalty for the sin of 
Adam (Penei Yehoshua). 
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NOTES 
Due to Adam's sin with the serpent — by poya 
wma: Some commentaries interpret the word etyo 
in this context as its pen [eto], meaning: This de- 
cree that people will die was written from the time 
of the serpent (see Genesis 3; Arukh). 


Abigail — Dyay: Although in the verse cited in 
the Gemara, the name of David's sister appears 
as Abigail, in the verse in I! Samuel her name is 
Abigal. His wife, the widow of Nabal, was named 
Abigail (1 Samuel 25). 


Anyone who says that Reuben sinned with Bil- 
hah is nothing other than mistaken - vaix7t bs 
myiv xdx $Y KOM INN: Torah narratives are con- 

structed with Divine wisdom, and their purpose is 
o impress upon the reader certain Heavenly les- 

sons. In some cases, the most fundamental mes- 
sage of the narrative cannot be properly related 

hrough a straightforward presentation, and God 

employs metaphor so that the story's moral will be 

understood. As time passes, if the metaphor is no 

onger clear, the lesson may be misinterpreted as 
well; and it is, then, the responsibility of the Sages 

o utilize their expertise in the oral tradition and 

clarify matters. By synthesizing the simple mean- 
ing of the Bible text with the profound interpre- 
ive methodology of the Sages, they arrive at an 

understanding that once again reflects the true 

esson of the Torah (Ein Ayah). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from what was taught in the follow- 
ing baraita: Four people died due to Adam's sin with the serpent," 

in the wake of which death was decreed upon all of mankind, although 
they themselves were free of sin. And they are: Benjamin, son of 
Jacob; Amram, father of Moses; Yishai, father of David; and Kilab, 
son of David. And all of them were learned through tradition, except 
for Yishai, father of David, with regard to whom there is an ex- 
plicit verse interpreted homiletically, as it is written: “And Absalom 

placed Amasa in charge of the army in place of Joab, and Amasa 

was the son of a man named Ithra the Israelite, who had taken to 

himself Abigail" the daughter of Nahash, sister of Zeruiah, the 

mother of Joab” (11 Samuel 17:25). 


The Gemara asks: And was Abigal the daughter of Nahash? Wasn't 
she the daughter of Yishai, as it is written: “And Yishai begot his 
firstborn Eliab, and Abinadab the second, and Shimea the third, Neth- 
anel the fourth, Raddai the fifth, Ozem the sixth, David the seventh: 
and their sisters were Zeruiah and Abigail. And the sons of Zeruiah: 
Abishai, and Joab, and Asahel, three. And Abigail bore Amasa; and 
the father of Amasa was Jether the Ishmaelite” (1 Chronicles 2:13-17)? 
Apparently, Abigail was the daughter of Yishai. Rather, the verse states 
that Abigail was the daughter of Nahash in order to teach us that she 
was the daughter of one who died on account of Adam's sin with the 
serpent [nahash], though he himself was free of sin. 


The Gemara now clarifies the matter: Who is the tanna of the baraita 
that states that four people did not die due to their own sins? If you 
say that it is the tanna who taught the conversation between the 
ministering angels and God, it is difficult, as weren’t there also 
Moses and Aaron who did not die due to their own sins? Rather, it 
must be Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, who holds that even Moses and 
Aaron died because of their own sins. Learn from it then that, in 
principle, he agrees that there is death without sin and there is suf- 
fering without iniquity, and this is a conclusive refutation of the 
opinion of Rav Ami. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a conclu- 
sive refutation. 


Having mentioned the sins of some of the significant ancestors of the 
Jewish people, the Gemara now addresses several additional ancestors. 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: Anyone 
who says that Reuben sinned with Bilhah is nothing other than 
mistaken," as it is stated: “And it came to pass, when Israel dwelt in 
that land, that Reuben went and lay with Bilhah his father’s concubine; 
and Israel heard of it. Now the sons of Jacob were twelve” (Genesis 
35:22). The fact that the Torah stated the number of Jacob’s sons at 
that point in the narrative teaches that, even after the incident involv- 
ing Bilhah, all of the brothers were equal in righteousness. Appar- 
ently, Reuben did not sin. How then do I establish the meaning of 
the verse: “And he lay with Bilhah his father’s concubine”? The plain 
understanding of the verse indicates sin. This verse teaches that 
Reuben rearranged his father’s bed in protest of Jacob’s placement 
of his bed in the tent of Bilhah and not in the tent of his mother Leah 
after the death of Rachel. And the verse ascribes to him liability for 
his action as if he had actually lain with Bilhah. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: This 
righteous person, Reuben, was saved from that sin of adultery, and 
that action did not come to be performed by him? Is it possible that 
his descendants are destined to stand on Mount Eival and say: 
“Cursed be he that lies with his father’s wife; because he uncovers 
his father’s skirt. And all the people shall say, amen” (Deuteronomy 
27:20), and this sin will come to be performed by him? Is it conceiv- 
able that the members of a tribe would curse their ancestor? How then 
do I establish the meaning of the verse: “And he lay with Bilhah his 
father’s concubine”? It is understood as follows: He protested the 
affront to his mother. He said: If my mother’s sister Rachel was a 
rival to my mother, will my mother’s sister’s concubine be a rival 
to my mother? He immediately stood and rearranged her bed so 
that Jacob would enter Leah’s tent. 
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Aherim say: He rearranged two beds," one of the Divine Pres- 
ence and one of his father. And that is the meaning of that 
which is written: “Unstable as water, you shall not excel; because 
you went up to your father’s bed; then you did defile it; he went 
up to my bed [yetzu’i]” (Genesis 49:4). Do not read it as yetzu’i, 
in the singular; rather, read it as yetzu’ai, my beds, in the plural, 
referring to both the bed of his father and to the bed of the Divine 
Presence, which rests in the tents of the righteous. 


The Gemara notes that the matter of Reuben’s innocence is paral- 
lel to a dispute between tanna’im. As it was taught in a baraita: 

The verse states: “Unstable [pahaz] as water, you shall not ex- 
cel.” The Sages understood pahaz as an acronym. Rabbi Eliezer 

says that it means: You were impulsive [pazta], you were liable 

[havta], and you acted contemptuously [zalta]. Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua says that it means: You trampled the law [pasata al dat], 
you sinned [hatata], and you were promiscuous [zanita]. Rab- 
ban Gamliel says: The acronym does not refer to Reuben’s sin. 
It refers to his repentance: You prayed [pilalta], you trembled 

in fear [halta], and your prayer shone forth [zarha]. 


Rabban Gamliel said: We still need the explanation of the 
Modaite, as Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i said: Reverse the order of 
the letters in the word pahaz and then interpret it homileti- 
cally: You shook [zizata], you recoiled [hirtata]; the het in 
pahaz is interchanged with the letter heh, so that you would not 
sin, and the sin flew [parha] from you. Rabban Gamliel and 
Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i are of the opinion that Reuben did not 
sin. Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua held that he did. Rava 
said, and some say that Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: Reverse 
the letters in pahaz and interpret: You remembered [zakharta] 
the punishment for that offense, you made yourself gravely ill 
[halita] in order to refrain from sinning, and you successfully 
withdrew [peirashta] from sinning. 


The Gemara prefaces the following statements of Rabbi Shmuel 
bar Nahmani with a mnemonic: Reuben, the sons of Eli, the 
sons of Samuel, David, Solomon, and Josiah. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: 
Anyone who says that the sons of Eli sinned is nothing other 
than mistaken, as it is written: “And the two sons of Eli, Hoph- 
niand Pinehas, were there priests of the Lord” (1 Samuel 1:3). 


The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yonatan holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav, as Rav said: Pinehas did not sin. And the 
verse juxtaposes Hophni to Pinehas; just as Pinehas did not 
sin, so too Hophni did not sin. The Gemara asks: How, then, do 
I establish the meaning of the verse: “Now Eli was very old, and 
heard all that his sons did to all Israel; and how they lay with the 
women that assembled at the door of the Tent of Meeting’ 
(1 Samuel 2:22), which indicates otherwise? The Gemara answers: 
Since the sons of Eli delayed sacrificing the bird-offerings of 
women who had given birth,™ a pair of doves brought as part of 
the purification process, and this delay caused the women not to 
go to their husbands in timely fashion, the verse ascribes to 
Hophniand Pinehas liability as if they had lain with them. They 
were guilty of nothing more than negligence and carelessness. 


> 


NOTES 


A 


BACKGROUND 
woman after childbirth - nI: The Torah de- 


scribes various halakhot that apply to a woman 


a 


is 


if 


ter she gave birth, if the baby was born natu- 


rally, as opposed to by Caesarean section. She 


considered ritually impure for seven days, if 


she gave birth to a boy; and for fourteen days, 


she gave birth to a girl. Later, after immersion 


in a ritual bath, she is ritually pure for the next 
thirty-three and sixty-six days, respectively, even 


she experiences uterine bleeding. Neverthe- 


less, during this period of forty days for a boy, or 
eighty days for a girl, she is prohibited to enter 
the Temple and partake of the meat of sacrifices. 


After the 
purification sacrifice in the 1 
consists O 


ortieth or eightieth day, she offers a 
Temple. This sacrifice 
a lamb that is younger than one year 


old, which is brought as a burnt-offering; and a 
young pigeon or turtledove, which is brought 
as a sin-offering. If she cannot afford the cost 
of a lamb for the burnt-offering, she can bring 
two turtledoves or two young pigeons, one as 


a 


burnt-offering and the other as a sin-offering. 


She may then enter the Temple and partake of 
sacrificial foods (Leviticus 12:1-8). 


He rearranged two beds — baba Miyy mw: The commentar- 
ies explain that Jacob kept a special bed in his tent. He did not 
sleep in it, rather it served as a symbolic resting place for the 
Divine Presence (see Maharam). Other authorities suggest that 
the bed upon which Jacob slept was also called the bed of the 


Divine Presence because he contemplated God while resting 
upon it. By rearranging his father's bed, Reuben, in a manner 
of speaking, expelled the Divine Presence from its bed (Meiri). 


Since the sons of Eli delayed sacrificing the bird-offerings of 


women who had given birth — pyp ne aww Jina: The sons 
of Eli would delay sacrificing the bird- -offerings of women who 
had given birth because the priests’ portion from those offer- 
ings was small, and they preferred sacrificing the offerings from 
which the priests received a larger portion (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 
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NOTES 

Ma‘aviram - Dyvayn: This exposition is puz- 
zling both with regard to its basis in the bibli- 
cal text and with regard to its meaning. In the 
standard text of the Bible, the word is spelled 
plene, with a yod, ma‘avirim. For that and oth- 
er reasons, Rashi sought to delete the entire 
passage. Josafot noted that there are differ- 
ences between the traditional biblical text of 
the Sages and the standard text in use today. 

With regard to the homiletic interpretation, 
mavavirim is understood to mean to cause 
another to sin. If one caused only a single 
individual to sin, it is not as significant a 
shortcoming (Maharsha and others). Others 
explain that it should be understood in its 
simple sense, i.e., spreading a rumor. Eli said 
that it must be true because the rumor had 
widespread currency. The Gemara answers 
that it was only being spread by a single 
individual, and therefore it was not reliable 
(Hoshev Mahashavot). Others explain, based 
on a variant reading that reverses the order, 
that initially the thought was ma‘aviram, 
causing others to sin. The Gemara answers 
ma‘avirim; the people of God are merely 
spreading that rumor (Beer Sheva). 


Perek V 
Daf56 Amuda 


NOTES 


Anyone says that the sons of Samuel sinned 
is nothing other than mistaken — spin bp 
TYV KYY ing KUT DRY ya: Some com- 
mentaries derived from this discussion that 
the children of prominent individuals must be 
vigilant in performing even matters that are 
not universal obligations. Since their father 
was meticulous with regard to that matter, 
they too must be vigilant in its performance 
(Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


The fees collected by their attendants and 
scribes — (p20 paid raw: Any judge 
who causes others to increase the fees paid to 
the scribes of the judges and their attendants 
violates a prohibition and is included in those 
who seek after unjust gain (Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 9:4). 
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The Gemara now examines the matter itself of Rav’s statement cited in the 

course of the previous discussion. Rav said: Pinehas did not sin, as it is 

stated: “And Ahijah, the son of Ahitub, Ichabod’s brother, the son of 
Pinehas, the son of Eli, was the Lord’s priest in Shiloh, wearing an ephod” 
(1 Samuel 14:3). Is it possible that sin came to Pinehas’ hand and, neverthe- 
less, the verse traces the lineage of his grandson, Ahijah, back to him? 


Wasn't it was already stated with regard to those who engage in promiscu- 
ous relations: “The Lord will cut off from the man that does this, him 
that is awake and him that answers from the tents of Jacob, or any to 
present an offering to the Lord of hosts” (Malachi 2:12). The Sages inter- 
preted the verse homiletically: If the sinner is an Israelite, he will not have 
among his descendants one who is sharp and awake among the Sages, or 
even one among their disciples who can answer questions. And ifhe is a 
priest, he will not have a son who will present a meal-offering. If Pinehas 
had sons and grandsons serving as priests, conclude from it that Pinehas 
did not sin. 


The Gemara asks: However, isn’t it written: “And how they lay [yishkevun] 
with the women.” The verb yishkevun is in the plural, indicating that both 
sons were guilty. The Gemara answers: It is written without a vav so that it 
can be read as yishkeven in the singular, i.e., how he lay, indicating that only 
one of them sinned. 


The Gemara asks further: Isn’t it written that Eli said: “No, my sons [ba- 
nai]; for it is not a good report that I hear; you make the Lord’s people to 

transgress” (1 Samuel 2:24). The fact that Eli referred to his sons in the 

plural indicates that they both sinned. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It is 

written in a manner that can be read as my son [beni] in the singular. 


The Gemara raises another question: Isn’t it written: “You make the Lord’s 
people to transgress [ma‘avirim] in the plural, indicating that both sons 
were guilty. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Here too, the word is 
written without a yod so that it can be read as: You cause the Lord's people 
to transgress [ma ‘aviram]" in the singular, indicating that only one of them 
sinned. 


The Gemara raises one last challenge: Isn’t it written: “Now the sons of Eli 
were scoundrels; they knew not the Lord” (1 Samuel 2:12), indicating that 
they were both sinners. The Gemara answers: Since Pinehas should have 
protested Hophni’s conduct, but he did not protest, the verse ascribes 
to him liability as if he too had sinned. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: Anyone who 
says 


that the sons of Samuel sinned is nothing other than mistaken," as it is 
stated: “And it came to pass, when Samuel was old that he made his sons 
judges over Israel... And his sons walked not in his ways but sought after 
unjust gain, and took bribes, and perverted justice” (1 Samuel 8:1-3). By 
inference: In his ways they did not walk, however, they did not sin either. 
They were not the equals of their father, but they were not sinners. 


However, how then do I establish the meaning of the verse: “And they 
sought after unjust gain,” indicating that they were sinners? It means that 
they did not conduct themselves in accordance with the actions of their 
father. As Samuel the righteous would travel to all places where the 
people of Israel were located and sit in judgment in their towns, as it is 
stated: “And he went from year to year in circuit from Beth-El, and Gil- 
gal, and Mitzpa, and judged Israel in all those places” (1 Samuel 7:16). And, 
however, they did not do so and travel from place to place. Rather, they 
sat in their own cities in order to enhance the fees collected by their at- 
tendants and scribes." Therefore, the verse ascribes to them liability as if 
they sinned by seeking ill-gotten gains and bribes. 
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The Gemara notes that this matter is parallel to a dispute between 
tanna’im. As it was taught in a baraita that the verse states: “And they 
sought after unjust gain.” Rabbi Meir says: This means that they vo- 
cally demanded their portions of the tithe due them as Levites, abusing 
their position to the detriment of other Levites. Rabbi Yehuda says: They 
imposed upon local homeowners to sell their merchandise and support 
them. Rabbi Akiva says: They took an extra basket of tithes, beyond 
that which was their due, by force. Rabbi Yosei says: They took only the 
gifts due them; however, they took them by force. They acted improp- 
erly, as a Levite is required to wait until he is given his gifts and may not 
take them." 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: Anyone who 
says that David sinned with Bathsheba is nothing other than mistaken, 
as it is stated: “And David succeeded in all his ways; and the Lord was 
with him” (1 Samuel 18:14). Is it possible that sin came to his hand and 
nevertheless the Divine Presence was with him? 


However, how then do I establish the meaning of the rebuke of the 

prophet Nathan: “Why have you despised the word of the Lord, to do 

that which is evil in My sight? Uriah the Hittite you have smitten with 

the sword, and his wife you have taken to be your wife, and him you have 

slain with the sword of the children of Ammon” (11 Samuel 12:9), indicat- 
ing that David sinned? The Gemara answers: David sought to do evil and 

have relations with Bathsheba while she was still married to Uriah but did 

not do so." 


Rav said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who descends from the house of David, 
seeks to teach the verse in favor of David. With regard to that which is 
written: “Why have you despised the commandment of the Lord to do 
evil,” Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: This evil mentioned with regard to 
David is different from all other evils in the Torah; as with regard to all 
other evils in the Torah, it is written: And he did evil, and here it is 
written: To do evil. This unique phrase indicates that David sought to 
do evil but did not actually do so. His intentions were improper; how- 
ever, his actions were proper. 


That which is written: “Uriah the Hittite you have smitten with the 
sword,” means that you could have judged him before the Sanhedrin 
as one guilty of treason against the throne, and you did not judge him in 
that manner. Instead, you had him executed in a manner that deviated 
from the generally accepted principles of judgment. With regard to that 
which is written: “And his wife you have taken to be your wife”; it means 
that you have rights of marriage with her, as by law Bathsheba was al- 
ready divorced from Uriah. 


As Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: Anyone 

who goes to a war waged by the royal house of David writes a condi- 
tional bill of divorce to his wife." That was done to prevent a situation in 

which the soldier’s wife would be unable to remarry because the soldier 
did not return from battle and there were no witnesses to his fate. The 

conditional bill of divorce accorded her the status ofa divorcee and freed 

her to remarry. As it is stated: “And carry these ten cheeses to the cap- 
tain of their thousand, and to your brothers bring greetings and take 

their pledge [arubatam]” (1 Samuel 17:18). 


NOTES 


The sin of the sons of Samuel - brn 2a bw agun: The opinions 
with regard to the sin committed by the sons of Samuel are listed 
neither in chronological order nor according to the importance of their 
authors. For example, Rabbi Akiva's opinion is cited after the opinion 
of his disciple, Rabbi Meir. The opinions are cited in that order because 
the first two tanna‘im judged the sons of Samuel favorably, limiting their 
transgression to inappropriate conduct with regard to permitted items. 
The latter two tannaim understood that they actually sinned (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


David sought to do evil but did not do so - nwy x) niwyh wpav: 
The homiletic interpretations favorable to King ‘David contradict the 
plain sense of the biblical text. Nevertheless, they may be understood 
in the following manner. A transgression can be judged by two sets of 
criteria: The first is strictly legal and the second factors in the transgres- 
sor's intent and desires. The Bible judges David's conduct according to 


his intentions. Since he ignored the severe prohibitions involved, he is 
deemed guilty. The Talmud, on the other hand, judges him according 
to the letter of the law. By this measure, his sin was not so severe. That 
is what the Gemara means in saying that King David sought to do evil 
but did not do so (Beer HaGola). 


Anyone who goes to a war waged by the royal house of David writes 
a conditional bill of divorce to his wife - ania na ma nanbad xvi bp 
inns) many wa: The proof cited in this context is from a war waged by 
Saul. Since the members of David's family, his brothers and his father, fol- 
lowed this practice, certainly David's sons and subjects later conducted 
themselves in a similar manner (Meiri). When people went to war, they 
would write their wives a bill of divorce, either conditional or absolute, 
so that if they failed to return or were taken captive their wives would 
not assume the status of deserted wives and be unable to remarry; they 
would be divorcees and permitted to remarry (Tosafot). 
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HALAKHA 

Traitor against the throne - mabna Tin: By 
Torah law, a king of Israel may execute any- 
one who commits an act of treason against 
him, without a trial before the Sanhedrin and 
without abiding by the strict standards of tes- 
timony and proof (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Melakhim 3:8). 


NOTES 


In Lo-Devar [belo devar] ... from Lo-Devar 
[milo devar] - 337 xn... xa: This dif- 
ficult exposition of belo devar and milo devar 
is even more problematic in light of the spell- 
ing in the biblical text: In each instance, the 
words, belo and milo, are spelled with a vav, 
not an alef. In addition, lo devar is actually 
the name of a place. Some commentaries 
suggest, based on the spelling, that Ziba in- 
timated that Mephibosheth had something 
(lo devar] in his heart against the house of 
David. Later, it became clear that he held no 
grudge and felt no hatred [milo devar] (Ma- 
harsha). However, there is a different verse 
where milo devar is spelled with an alef (11 
Samuel 17:27). Perhaps, it means that Ziba 
slanderously reported that Mephibosheth 
was living among the enemies of the house 
of David, who had crowned Ish-bosheth as 
king. However, ultimately it became clear that 
he was a loyal devotee of the house of David 
(see Il Samuel 17). 
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What is the meaning of arubatam? Rav Yosef taught: It refers to matters 
that are shared [hame’oravim | between him, the husband, and her, the 
wife, i.e., marriage. The verse should be read: Take the bill of divorce that 
determines the status of the relationship between husband and wife. As, 
apparently, it was customary for men at war to send their wives a condi- 
tional divorce, since Uriah later died, Bathsheba retroactively assumed 
divorced status from the time that he set out to war. She was not forbidden 
to David. 


With regard to that which is written: “And him you have slain with the 

sword of the children of Ammon,’ it means: Just as you are not pun- 
ished for soldiers killed by the sword of the children of Ammon in the 

course of the war, so too you are not punished for the death of Uriah 

the Hittite. 


What is the reason that David was not liable for the death of Uriah? Be- 
cause Uriah was a traitor against the throne." As he said to David: “And 
my lord Joab and the servants of my lord are encamped in the open 
fields” (11 Samuel 11:11). In the presence of the king, one may not refer to 
another as his lord. Doing so is treason. 


Rav said: When you analyze the matter of David, no sin that he commit- 
ted is found in his lifetime, except for that involving Uriah. As it is 

written: “Because David did that which was right in the eyes of the Lord, 
and turned not aside from any thing that He commanded him all the days 

of his life, save only in the matter of Uriah the Hittite” (1 Kings 15:5). 


Abaye the Elder raised a contradiction between one statement of Rav 
and another statement of Rav: Did Rav actually say this? Didn’t Rav say: 
David accepted a slanderous report? Just as it is prohibited to relate a 
slanderous report, it is similarly prohibited to accept it. This contradiction 
remains unresolved, and it is difficult. 


The Gemara now examines the matter itself with regard to Rav’s state- 
ment cited in the course of the previous discussion. Rav said: David 
accepted a slanderous report, as it is written with regard to David’s 
search for a surviving son of Jonathan: “And the king said to him, to Ziba, 
Saul’s slave: Where is he? And Ziba said to the king: Behold, he is in 
the house of Machir, the son of Ammiel, in Lo-Devar [belo devar]” 
(11 Samuel 9:4). Ziba indicated to David that Jonathan’s son was incon- 
sequential, lacking any matter [lo devar] of Torah. And it is written: 
“Then King David sent, and fetched him out of the house of Machir, the 
son of Ammiel, from Lo-Devar [milo devar]”’ (11 Samuel 9:5). That 
verse can be read that after sending for him, David found him filled with 
matters [melo devar] of Torah. 


Now, after David saw that Ziba was a liar, when Ziba once again slan- 
dered Jonathan's son, Mephibosheth, why did David accept his report? 
As it is written that when David fled from Absalom, he met Ziba: “And 
the king said: And where is your master’s son? And Ziba said to the 
king: Behold, he is staying in Jerusalem, as he said: Today shall the 
house of Israel restore to me the kingdom of my father” (11 Samuel 16:3). 
And from where do we derive that David accepted Ziba’s slanderous 
report? As it is written: “Then said the king to Ziba: Behold, all that 
belongs to Mephibosheth is yours. And Ziba said: I humbly beseech 
you that I may find favor in your sight, my lord, O king” (11 Samuel 16:4). 


And Shmuel said: David did not accept Ziba’s slanderous report with- 
out substantiation. Rather, he himself saw conspicuous matters in Me- 
phibosheth that indicated that Ziba was right. As it is written: “And 
Mephibosheth, the son of Saul, came down to meet the king, and he 
had neither dressed his feet, nor trimmed his beard, nor washed his 
clothes from the day the king departed until the day he came back in 
peace” (11 Samuel 19:25). David thought that he was mourning the fact 
that he had returned in peace. And it is written: “And it came to pass, 
when he came to Jerusalem to meet the king, and the king said to him: 
Why did you not go with me, Mephibosheth? And he answered: My 
lord, O king, my servant deceived me; for your servant said: I will 
saddle me a donkey, and I will ride on it, and go to the king; because 
lame is 
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your servant. And he slandered your servant to my lord the king; but 
my lord the king is like an angel of God: Do therefore what is good in 
your eyes” (11 Samuel 19:26-28). “And the king said to him: Why do 
you speak any more of your matters? I have said: You and Ziba shall 
divide the estate. And Mephibosheth said to the king: Let him even 
take all, seeing that my lord the king is come back in peace to his own 
house” (11 Samuel 19:30-31). Mephibosheth said to David as follows: I 
had hoped for your return, saying: When will he come in peace, and yet 
you do this to me, giving Ziba half of my estate? It is not against you that 
I have grievances, but against He who brought you back in peace. Me- 
phibosheth’s own statement substantiates Ziba’s report about him. 


This is what is written: “And the son of Jonathan was Meriv-Baal” 
(1 Chronicles 8:34). The Gemara asks: And was Meriv-Baal his name? 

Wasn’t his name Mephibosheth? However, since he entered into a 

quarrel [meriva] with his Master [baal], i.e., God, and complained 

about God having saved David, a Divine Voice emerged and said to him: 

Quarrelsome one, the son of a quarrelsome one; you are just like your 

father, Saul. The Gemara explains: Quarrelsome one; that which we just 

said that Mephibosheth complained to God about His salvation of David. 
The son ofa quarrelsome one; as it is written: “And Saul came to a city 
of Amalek and quarreled in the valley” (1 Samuel 15:5). And Rabbi Mani 

said: Saul quarreled with God with regard to matters of the valley, say- 
ing: For the murder of even a single person, there is a commandment to 

break the neck of a heifer in a valley to atone for the crime (see Deuter- 
onomy 21:1-9); why then must all these Amalekites be killed? 


To the matter at hand: Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: When David said 
to Mephibosheth: You and Ziba shall divide the estate, a Divine Voice 
emerged and said to him: Rehoboam and Jeroboam shall divide the 
kingdom.” 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Had David not accepted Ziba’s slander- 
ous report" about Mephibosheth, the kingdom of the house of David 
would not have been divided, Israel would not have worshipped idols 
because of Jeroboam, and we would not have been exiled from our land. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: Anyone who 
says that King Solomon sinned is nothing other than mistaken, as it is 
stated: “And his heart was not perfect with the Lord his God, as was 
the heart of David, his father” (1 Kings 11:4). By inference: Solomon's 
heart was not equal to the heart of David, his father; however, he also 
did not sin. 


However, how then do I establish the meaning of the verse: “For it came 
to pass, when Solomon was old, that his wives turned away his heart 
after other gods” (1 Kings 11:4)? That verse is in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Natan; as Rabbi Natan raised a contradiction be- 
tween the two parts of the verse. On the one hand, it is written: “For it 
came to pass, when Solomon was old, that his wives turned away his 
heart after other gods.’ On the other hand, isn’t it written: “And his heart 
was not perfect with the Lord his God, as was the heart of David his 
father,” indicating that Solomon’s heart was not equal to the heart of 
David his father; however, he also did not sin? Rather, the verse says as 
follows: For it came to pass, when Solomon was old, that his wives 
turned away his heart, in an attempt to spur him to go after other gods; 
however, he did not go after them. 


NOTES 
Rehoboam and Jeroboam shall divide the kingdom - oyan vant, his kingdom was also divided between the king and his. y7 wh m1 bop x: In addition to the primary prohibition 
naban ny wom DYIP): Some commentaries note thatthe mutinous servant (Maharsha). of speaking or repeating slander, one who hears a slanderous 
division of the kingdom was a punishment that fit the crime. report violates a prohibition and one who accepts it as true 


Since David divided the estate between its owner and his ser- Had David not accepted Ziba’s slanderous report - aby commits an additional transgression. 
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NOTES 
Then did Solomon build [yivne] an altar - 


mI I 


maa mind: According to the Gemara’s conclusion, King 
Solomon's wives began to build private altars to their 


gods and Solomon protested. Since he did not pro 
sufficiently, the sin is attributed to him (Penei Yehosh 


Solomon sought to build an altar for idols but did 
build it - ma xh) mad wpaw: There are different 
sons suggested 


test 
ua). 


not 
rea- 


or idol worship that base themselves on 
the positive foundations of religious belief. Maimoni 


des, 


for example, posits that the source for idol worship was 
the attempt by people who could not relate to a meta- 


physical God to venerate His servants, in an effor 


to 


honor Him. When educating a person to reject idolatry, 
there are two possible approaches: either a total rejection 


of idolatry as evil; or the recognition of the basic posi 


ive 


elements of such beliefs, and the use of those beliefs to 


advance to faith in 
gers inherent in the second method, the Torah insists 


he true God. Recognizing the dan- 


hat 


idolatry cannot be countenanced in any way, and must 


be rejected and destroyed. King Solomon believed 
his wisdom would allow him to succeed by mean 
the second approach, by making use of the founda 
of belief that is found in idol worship; and turning 
desire for a spiritual relationship, towards a belief in 


hat 
s of 
ion 
the 
the 


true God. While this method was praiseworthy in theory, 


ultimately it was unsuccessful (Ein Ayah). 
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The Gemara asks: Isn’t it written: “Then did Solomon build 
[yivne] an altar" for Kemosh, the abomination of Moab, in 
the hill that is before Jerusalem, and for Molech, the abomi- 
nation of the children of Ammon” (1 Kings 11:7), indicating 
that Solomon did in fact stray after idols? The Gemara an- 
swers: This can be understood to mean that Solomon sought 
to build an altar for idols but did not build it." 


The Gemara objects: But now if that is the way to understand 

the future tense verb form yivne, what of another instance 

where the same form is employed: “Then did Joshua build 

[yivne] an altar to the Lord God of Israel in Mount Eival” 
(Joshua 8:30)? There too, would you say that Joshua sought 

to build an altar but did not build one? Rather, there, in the 

case of Joshua, it means that he actually built it. Here too, 
with regard to Solomon, it means that he actually built the 

altar. 


Rather, this verse should be understood as it was taught in 
a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: The verse states: “And the 
altars that were before Jerusalem, which were on the right 
hand of the Mount of Olives, which Solomon the king of 
Israel had built for Ashtoret the abomination of the 
Zidonim, and for Kemosh the abomination of Moab, and for 
Milkom the abomination of the children of Ammon, did the 
king defile” (11 Kings 23:13). All these were destroyed by 
Josiah. 


The Gemara asks: Is it possible that the righteous king Asa 

came and did not destroy them, and the righteous king Je- 
hosaphat came and did not destroy them until Josiah came 

and destroyed them? Didn’t Asa and Jehosaphat destroy 
all the idolatry in Eretz Yisrael? Rather, the verse juxta- 
poses the earlier ones, i.e., Solomon, to the later ones, i.e., 
Josiah. Just as the later ones, Josiah, did not effect the de- 
struction of the altars, as it was done by his predecessors, and 

nevertheless the verse attributes it to him to praise him as 

if he had destroyed all those altars, so too, the earlier ones, 
Solomon, did not effect the construction, and nevertheless 

the verse attributes it to him to disgrace him as he did not 
prevent their construction. 


The Gemara raises another question. Isn’t it written: “And 
Solomon did evil in the sight of the Lord” (1 Kings 11:6), 
clearly indicating that Solomon sinned? Rather, since he 
should have protested against the conduct of his wives, i.e., 
their involvement in idolatry, but he did not protest, the 
verse ascribes to him liability as ifhe had sinned. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It would have been 
preferable for that righteous man, Solomon, to bea servant 
tasked with drawing water and hewing wood for another 
matter, i.e., idolatry, and not have the verse write about him: 
“And he did evil in the sight of the Lord,” even though he 
did not. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: When Solomon mar- 
ried Pharaoh’s daughter, she brought to him a thousand 
musical instruments and said to him: This is the way we 
do it for this idolatry, and this is the way we do it for that 
idolatry, and he did not protest that talk. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: When Solomon mar- 
ried Pharaoh’s daughter, the angel Gabriel descended from 
heaven and implanted a reed into the sea, and a sandbar 
grew around it, growing larger each year, and upon it the 
great city of Rome was built, which became God's instru- 
ment to punish Israel. 
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It was taught in a baraita: On that very day that Jeroboam 
introduced two golden calves, one in Beth-El and the other 
in Dan, a single small hut was constructed, which was the first 
house constructed there. And that was the inauguration of Italy 
of Greece.® 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: 
Anyone who says that Josiah sinned is nothing other than 
mistaken, as it is stated: “And he did that which was right in 
the sight of the Lord, and walked in all the way of David his 
father, and turned not aside to the right hand nor to the left” 
(11 Kings 22:2). However, how then do I establish the meaning 
of the verse: “And like him was there no king before him that 
returned to the Lord with all his heart, and with all his soul, and 
with all his might, according to all the Torah of Moses; neither 
after him arose there any like him” (11 Kings 23:25)? The verse 
states: Josiah returned to the Lord. Apparently, in his early days 
he was a sinner, and later he returned to God. 


The Gemara answers: The reference here is not to repentance 
for actual sins that Josiah committed. Rather, in every judgment 
that he issued from the age of eight, when he was crowned, 
until the age of eighteen, he returned the money to the parties 
whom he judged liable, due to concern that in his youth he may 
not have judged the cases correctly." And lest you say that he 
took from this one, whom he exonerated, and gave to that one, 
whom he found culpable, therefore the verse states: Returned 
to the Lord with all his might [me’odo], i.e., with all his money. 
It means that he gave those he judged liable in his youth from 
his own money. 


The Gemara notes that Rabbi Yonatan disagrees with Rav, as 
Rav said: There is no greater penitent than Josiah in his gen- 
eration, and there is one in our generation. The Gemara asks: 
And who is the great penitent in Rav’s generation? The Gemara 
answers: He is Abba, father of Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba, and 
some say it is Aha, brother of Abba, father of Rabbi Yirmeya 
bar Abba, as the Master said: Rabbi Abba and Aha were 
brothers. 


Rav Yosef said: And there is another great penitent in our 
generation. And who is he? He is Okvan, son of Nehemya the 
Exilarch. And that is the one also known as Natan detzutzita," 
i.e., from whose head sparks emerged. Rav Yosef said: I was 
once sitting at the lecture delivered on the Festival [pirka] 
and I was dozing. And I saw in a dream how an angel stretched 
out his hands and received Natan detzutzita, demonstrating 
that his repentance was accepted. 


NOTES 


BACKGROUND 
Italy of Greece — wow myn: Apparently, Italy of Greece 
refers to the southern portion of Italy. Before Roman rule 
spread over the entire Apennine peninsula, the southern 
part of Italy as well as part of Sicily was settled by Greek tribes. 
In ancient times, it was called Greater Greece. 
As for the chronology, the beginning of a Latin kingdom 
in Italy was during the reign of King Solomon, although, 
according to Roman tradition, Rome was not founded as a 
city until over two hundred years later. 


——————————_ HALAKHA 
Age of judges — m7 boa: Some authorities rule, based 
on the story of Josiah, that it is inappropriate for a person to 
serve as a judge before the age of eighteen, when he reaches 
intellectual maturity. Others disagree, teaching that Josiah 
did not retract his previous rulings, although they were is- 
sued at a young age. However, once the Torah scroll was 
found, Josiah was concerned that he might have erred due 
to his ignorance of what was written in the Torah (Rashi). Ac- 
cording to that opinion, one may serve as a judge as soon as 
he reaches majority, i.e., at the age of thirteen, even if he did 
not yet reach puberty (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 7:3). 


Natan detzutzita — xm¥iy7t (D): There are several interpreta- 
tions to this matter. Some commentaries maintain that he was 
called detzutzita because in his youth he would curl his hair 
[tzitzit] to enhance his appearance (Rav Sa’adia Gaon). Other 
authorities explain that fire would issue forth from the ritual 


fringes [tzitzit] on his garments (geonim). Yet others explain that 
tzutzita means coarse hair. He was named after the garment 
of coarse hair that he wore on his flesh as an act of penitence 
(Arukh; geonim). 

As for the story itself, the early commentaries, including 


Rashi, cite a midrashic tale that Natan detzutzita coveted an- 
other man’s wife. He harassed her family in various ways until 
she agreed to yield to him. At the critical moment, however, 
he overcame his evil inclination, showered the woman with 
bounteous good, and fully repented (see Rashi, Sanhedrin 31b). 
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In this chapter, the Gemara clarified which items may and which items may not be 
placed on an animal on Shabbat, so that neither the animal nor its owner will per- 
form the prohibited labor of carrying out or moving objects that may not be moved. 


Several principles were established in this chapter. It is permitted for the animal to 
bear any part of its harness necessary for its basic security. However, items that pro- 
vide less than basic security for the animal and those that provide excessive security 
both constitute a burden and may not be borne by the animal because they do not 
meet the animal’s standard security needs. 


Items intended for the animal’s comfort, not for the owner’s needs, may also be 
placed on an animal on Shabbat. With regard to some items, whether intended for 
comfort or security, there is concern lest they fall from the animal. This might lead 
the owner to unwittingly carry them in the public domain. If items are not valuable, 
or if they are fastened tightly in place on the animal and there is no concern lest one 
come to carry them, it is permitted to place them on the animal. 
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By Torah law, it is prohibited to carry a burden from domain to domain on Shabbat, 
and it is similarly prohibited to carry an object four cubits in the public domain. 
Clearly, one’s clothing is not considered a burden in this sense, and one who wears 
clothing in the typical fashion is not considered to be carrying a burden on Shabbat. 


This principle requires clarification and specification: What items fall under the 
rubric of clothing? Not every item that a person wears on his body is clothing per se, 
and not every garment is typically worn. In a certain sense an ornament is like 
clothing; however, what items fall under the rubric of ornament? Are there objec- 
tive criteria that determine whether or not an item is an ornament, or perhaps that 
determination is totally dependent on the individual taste of the one who places the 
ornament on his person? Furthermore, there are different items that one might bear 
on his body, e.g., bandages, prosthetic limbs, and other medical equipment, including 
amulets, which are neither ornaments nor clothing. In order to determine whether 
or not one may go out with these items into the public domain, the question as to 
whether they are considered either an integral part of the person bearing them or 
his garments must be resolved. 


With regard to these issues, the Sages were also concerned lest an ornament or some 
other valuable item fall from the person wearing it and lest a woman come to show 
her ornaments to another. In those cases, the person from whom an object fell or 
the woman wearing the ornament may come to carry the object in their hand in a 
manner not comparable to wearing clothing. This would violate the prohibition 
against carrying out on Shabbat. Clearly, this concern does not exist with regard to 
all people or all items. 


Clarification of these issues in principle and in practice is the focus of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
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The mishna lists items that a woman may or may not carry into or 
wear in the public domain on Shabbat. This depends the particular 
object is considered an ornament, which she may wear, or merely a 
burden for the woman, which she may not. Even if it is considered an 
ornament, there is still concern that she might remove it and carry it 
in her hand in the public domain, which is prohibited by Torah law. 


MI S H N A With what items may a woman go out into the 


public domain on Shabbat and with what items 
may she not go out? 


A woman may neither go out with strings of wool," nor with strings 
of flax, nor with strips of any other materials that a woman braids in the 
hair of her head. And a woman may not immerse in a ritual bath with 
them in her hair until she loosens them." When the strings or strips are 
tight, the water cannot reach her hair unobstructed, invalidating her 
immersion. 


And, likewise, a woman may neither go out with the ornament called 
totefet, nor with sarvitin that are not sewn into her head covering, nor 
with a kavul into the public domain. 


And, likewise, a woman may neither go out with a city of gold ornament, 

nor with a katla ornament, nor with nose rings, nor with a ring" that 
has no seal on it, nor with a needle that is not perforated, which are 
merely for decorative purposes. 


And if she unwittingly went out wearing any of these, she is not liable 
to bring a sin-offering. According to Torah law, a woman is permitted 
to go out into the public domain wearing ornaments. However, the 
Sages decreed that a woman may not go out wearing certain ornaments, 
lest she remove them to show them to another and inadvertently carry 
them four cubits in the public domain. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Immersion, who mentioned 


anything about that? The mishna is dealing with 
the halakhot of Shabbat, so why did it mention the halakhot ofimmersion? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that Rabba bar Avuh said: When the 
mishna states the halakha, it employs the style known as: What is the 
reason. The mention of immersion is an explanation, not a superfluous 
addition. The mishna should be understood as follows: What is the 
reason that a woman may neither go out with strings of wool nor with 
strings of flax? It is because the Sages said that on weekdays she may 
not immerse with them until she loosens them. And since on week- 
days she may not immerse with them until she loosens them, on 
Shabbat she may not go out with them, lest a situation requiring im- 
mersion for the purpose of a mitzva come about, and she untie them, 
and come to carry them four cubits in the public domain. 


Rav Kahana raised a dilemma before Rav: With regard to strings made 
into hollow chains, what is the halakha? Is it permissible for women to 
go out into the public domain with them on Shabbat or not? It depends 
on whether they are considered an interposition to immersion. Rav said 
to him: Woven, you say? With regard to anything woven, the Sages did 
not issue a decree. Because water reaches the hair unobstructed, there 
is no need to loosen the hollow chain and there is no concern lest she 
carry it in the public domain. It was also stated that Rav Huna, son of 
Rav Yehoshua, said: With regard to anything woven, the Sages did not 
issue a decree. 


And some say that Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: I saw that 
my sisters are not particular about removing them, and they bathe even 
with woven chains tied in their hair. Apparently, water reaches the hair. 
Therefore, the chain is not an interposition with regard to immersion. 


NOTES 


A woman may neither go out with strings 
of wool, etc. - 15) vay sein xo mw en x: 
Some explain that it is prohibited to go out with 
woolen strings on Shabbat because the strings 
are not braided into the hair but simply rest upon 
it. Therefore, one needs only to loosen them in 
order to remove them (Rosh). 


HALAKHA 


A woman may neither go out with strings of 
wool, etc. = 19 12% ina Xd TWN NYA ND: It is 
prohibited for a woman to go out with strings 
and ribbons on her head on Shabbat because 
she might untie them or they might fall and she 
may come to carry them in her hand. If they are 
braided into her hair, it is permitted (Rosh; Ran). 
There are authorities who prohibited going out 
on Shabbat with strings and ribbons even if they 
are braided in her hair (Rashi; Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 303:1). 


And a woman may not immerse with them 
until she loosens them - w {ia biaya xh) 
aswa: A woman may not immerse in a ritual 
bath with strings of wool, flax, or ribbons in her 
hair unless she loosens them because they in- 
terpose between the water and the hair. If they 
are braided into her hair, even loosening them is 
ineffective (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 
2:5; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh Dea 198:2). 


Nor with a ring, etc. — ^3) nyaya xy: It is pro- 
hibited for a woman to go out into the public 
domain on Shabbat wearing a ring with a seal. 
If she does so, she is liable. It is prohibited for a 
woman to go out even wearing a ring without 
a seal. However, if she does so, she is exempt. 
The ruling in the Shulhan Arukh citing one of the 
halakhic authorities is that nowadays a woman 
may go out into the public domain on Shabbat 
wearing a ring with a seal. Because a woman or- 
dinarily wears a ring with a seal, it is considered an 
ornament (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 19:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:10, 18). 
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NOTES 
Since they are dirty — 5°07: Several commentaries 
explain that this is referring to expensive, gold-plated 
ribbons. The concern is that the woman will remove the 
ribbons to prevent them from getting dirty in the course 
of immersion (Rosh). 


HALAKHA 

Anything woven. ..since they are dirty — ...3 18 sim da 
xaT: A woman is permitted to go out on Shabbat with 
woven straps tied to her head. Since water penetrates 
them, there is no concern that she will remove them 
for immersion. However, that ruling applies only when 
the ribbons are clean. If they are dirty, she may not go 
out into the public domain with them, since she will 
certainly remove them to prevent them from making 
her dirty. This ruling is in accordance with the second ver- 
sion of the statement of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:1, Yoreh De'a 198:4 in the com- 
ment of the Rema). 


Because a woman does not strangle herself - pyw 2 
MAY Nee NMIN Awe: A woman is permitted go out with 
ribbons tied around her neck. She does not tighten them 
excessively around her neck so as not to strangle herself. 
Therefore, she need not remove them while immers- 
ing. However, with regard to a katla, since it is wide and 
can be tightened without causing discomfort, she may 
not go out wearing it around her neck (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 303:2, Yoreh De'a 198:2). 


Perek VI 
Daf 57 Amud b 


NOTES 


Broad ornamented strap [katla] - xbupa: Many of the 
early commentaries have a variant reading of the text, 
kartela. This is not to be confused with the katla that 
is prohibited in the mishna, as there it refers to a metal 
ornament, while here it refers to a strap worn around her 
neck (Rashba). 
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The Gemara asks: What practical difference is there between this 
version and that version of the resolution of the dilemma? 


The Gemara explains: There is a practical difference between them 
in a case where the chains are dirty. According to this version, in 
which you said: With regard to anything woven, the Sages did not 
issue a decree, these too are woven. And according to that version, 
in which you said that it is due to the fact that his sisters were not 
particular; in this case, since they are dirty," she is particular 
about them and will certainly remove them when she washes. There- 
fore, she is required to do so when immersing in a ritual bath as well. 


We learned in a mishna in tractate Mikvaot: And these are the ob- 
jects that interpose for a person: Strings of wool, and strings of 
flax, and the straps that are on the girls’ heads. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
Strings of wool and strands of hair do not interpose because the 
water reaches the hair through them. Rav Huna said: And we 
learned all these, strings of wool and flax, in a case where they are 
used to tie the hair on the girls’ heads. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this halakha of Rav Huna: To exclude 
what other places in the body did Rav Huna say this? If you say that 
it comes to exclude strings tied to the neck, and then, strings made 
of what material does it exclude? If you say that it comes to exclude 
strings of wool, now, the mishna stated that soft strings of wool on 
top of hair, which is relatively hard, interpose and invalidates the 
immersion. With regard to soft strings on top of the soft flesh of the 
neck, is it necessary to say that they interpose? 


Rather, say that Rav Huna’s statement came to exclude strings of 
flax. A similar difficulty arises: Now the mishna stated that hard 
strings of wool on top of hair, which is hard, interposes and invali- 
dates the immersion. If so, with regard to hard strings on top of the 
soft flesh of the neck, is it necessary to say that they interpose? 


Rather, Rav Yosef said, this is the reason that Rav Huna restricts 
the concern for interposition to strings tied in her hair and not 
around her neck: Because a woman does not strangle herself" 
when adorning herself with a string or straps around her neck. There- 
fore, she never tightens the strings or straps to the extent that water 
cannot reach the skin. 


Abaye raised an objection to the explanation of Rav Yosef from a 

baraita: The girls may go out into the public domain on Shabbat 
with strings in their ears. Young girls would have their ears pierced, 
but earrings were not placed in their ears until they were older. In- 
stead, they inserted strings so that the holes would not close. How- 
ever, they may not go out with straps around their necks. And if 
you say that the principle: A woman does not strangle herself, is 

halakhically valid, why may they not go out into the public domain 

with straps around their necks? They are not tied tight and do not 
constitute an interposition that invalidates immersion. 


Ravina said: 


Here we are dealing with a broad, ornamented strap [katla]" 
hanging around the neck, to which a small bib is attached. A woman 
does strangle herself with a katla because the strap is broad and 
tightening it does not cause pain. She tightens it because it pleases 
her that she will appear fleshy. It was considered beautiful to have 
flesh protrude from the katla. 


In the same mishna in tractate Mikvaot, Rabbi Yehuda says: Strings 
of wool and strands of hair do not interpose and invalidate the 
immersion because the water reaches through them. 
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Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with 
regard to strands of hair. However, the halakha is not in accor- 
dance with his opinion with regard to wool strings. 


Abaye said to him: By saying that the halakha is in accordance 
with Rav Yehuda, by inference the Rabbis disagree" with regard 
to strands of hair. However, no opinion stating that strands of hair 
constitute an interposition is cited in the mishna. 


And if you say that had we not heard from the first tanna that 
he is speaking of strands of hair, Rabbi Yehuda would also not 
have spoken about them. Apparently, the first tanna prohibited 
strands of hair, and Rabbi Yehuda disagreed with him. Neverthe- 
less, it could be explained otherwise. And, perhaps he prefaced 
what he was saying to the Rabbis with the phrase: Just as. Just as 
you agree with me that strands of hair do not interpose, agree 
with me that strings of wool also do not interpose. The fact that 
he mentioned strands of hair does not indicate a dispute; on the 
contrary, it is an attempt to establish a consensus with regard to 


the halakha. 


Indeed, it was stated that Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: 
The Rabbis agree with Rabbi Yehuda with regard to strands of 
hair." 


This opinion was also taught in a baraita: Strings of wool inter- 
pose. Strands of hair do not interpose. Rabbi Yehuda says: Both 
strings of wool and strands of hair do not interpose. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The language of the mishna is 

also precise, as we learned in a mishna in our chapter: A woman 

may go out with strands of hair whether they are from her own 

hair or whether they are from the hair of another. Whose opinion 

is expressed in this mishna? If you say that it is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, even strings of wool should also have been per- 
mitted. Rather, is it not the opinion of the Rabbis; and conclude 

from it that with regard to strands of hair, they do not disagree? 

The Gemara determines: Indeed, conclude from it. 


The mishna said that a woman may not go out with the ornament 
called a totefet. The Gemara asks: What is a totefet? Rav Yosef 
said: A packet of spices to ward off the evil eye. 


Abaye said to him: And let the legal status of this packet be like 
that of an effective amulet," whose effectiveness is proven, and it 


should be permitted, as an effective amulet may be moved on 
Shabbat. 


Rather, Rav Yehuda said in the name of Abaye: A totefet is an 
appuzainu,' an ornament worn on the forehead. This opinion was 
also taught in a baraita: A woman may go out with a gilded 
hairnet worn to hold the hair in place, and with the totefet, and 
with the sarvitin™® that are fastened to the hairnet, since a wom- 
an would not remove her head covering to show her friend those 
ornaments. 


The Rabbis agree with Rabbi Yehuda with regard to strands of 
hair — wwe ana mam +a oan Din: Strands of hair do not 
interpose during immersion, in accordance with the Gemara’s 
ruling. If they are gilded, they do interpose (see Rosh 57a; Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 198:4). 


Let this packet have the legal status like that of an effective 
amulet — aava YxaPD WIN: It is permitted to go out on Shabbat 
wearing an ‘effective amulet, An effective amulet is defined as 
one that was tested and found to have healed three people, or 
one that was written by a person who wrote amulets that have 
already healed three people. Similarly, it is permissible to go out 
on Shabbat with strings or precious stones worn to prevent sick- 


ness or to ward off the evil eye, in accordance with the opinion 
of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:14; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303215). 


Awoman may go out with a gilded hairnet, and with the totefet, 
and with the sarvitin, etc. — naiva NANA 13103 TW ARS 
^D pap pe THI: A woman may go out on Shabbat wearing 
a gilded hairnet. She may also go out with an ornament on her 
forehead or on her cheeks when they are attached to the hairnet. 
In that case, there is no concern that she might remove them 
from her head. However, if they are not attached to the hairnet, 
it is prohibited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:2). 


NOTES 

By saying that the halakha is in accordance with Rav 
Yehuda, by inference the Rabbis disagree — abn 
what ban: This is an inference frequently raised by 
Abaye based on the assumption that a ruling in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of a particular Sage is only 
necessary when there is a conflicting opinion. An un- 
contested opinion is the halakha by default. There is no 
need to declare that fact. This inference is also raised in 
instances in which it is not clear whether two opinions 
that appear in a mishna constitute a dispute; or whether 
each opinion was expressed independent of the other, 
and there is no disagreement. 


_ LANGUAGE 
Appuzainu — 31588: This word, which appears in vari- 
ous forms, does not have a clear origin. Some suggest- 
ed that it is from the Greek oytavog, opsianos, meaning 
obsidian beads. Apparently, it is related to the Persian 
word abzén, meaning ring. 


BACKGROUND 
Totefet and sarvitin — p») Naviv: 


Busts with (A) totefet and (B) sarvitin 
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Cap of wool - 12% bw 793: A woman may not go out 
into the public domain wearing a woolen cap. However, 
she may wear a woolen cap in the courtyard, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu that this is the 
kavul mentioned in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 19:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:3). 


There is no prohibited mixture of diverse kinds, wool 
and linen, in it - Dyba awn Ma py: Wearing a garment 
fashioned of wool and linen that is not made for warmth, 
e.g, strings that hang from a silk or leather diadem over 
the face to keep away flies, is not in violation of the pro- 
hibition of diverse kinds (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Kilayim 10:20; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 301714). 


Istema and the ritual impurity of leprosy — XavD NK 
D33: Colored strings, even if they are made of wool 
or linen, do not become ritually impure with the ritual 
impurity of leprosy. Therefore, an istema remains ritually 
pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 12:10). 


| LANGUAGE 
Istema — KAYDIN: From the Greek C@otpa, zostma, 
meaning a wreath worn on the head or a crown. 


Women's cap - O°) bw 1D: 


Bust with a woolen cap on a woman's head 
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And they said: Which is a totefet and which is sarvitin? 
Rabbi Abbahu said: Totefet is that which goes around her 
forehead from ear to ear. Sarvitin are those attached to the 
net that reach down to her cheeks. 


Rav Huna said: Poor women make these ornaments from 
different types of colored materials. Wealthy women make 
them of silver and of gold. 


We learned in the mishna that a woman may not go out with 
akavul. Rabbi Yannai said: This kavul, I do not know what 
it is. Is it the seal of a slave, who would have a seal on his 
clothing identifying him as a slave, about which we learned 
in our mishna that it is prohibited, but a cap? of wool" that 
a woman places on her hair, she may well go out wearing it? 
Or, perhaps we learned in our mishna that going out with 
a cap of wool is prohibited and all the more so that going 
out with the seal of a slave is prohibited. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: It is reasonable to say in accordance 
with the one who said that we learned about a cap of wool 
in the mishna. And this opinion was also taught in a barai- 
ta: A woman may go out with a kavul and with an istema' 
to the courtyard on Shabbat. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
says: She may even go out with the kavul into the public 
domain. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar stated a principle: 
Anything that is worn beneath the hairnet," a woman may 
go out into the public domain with it, since a woman will 
not uncover her hair even to show off an ornament while in 
the public domain. Anything that is worn over the hairnet, 
like an ornamental hat, a woman may not go out with it. 
From the context and proximity of the halakha dealing with 
kavul to the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, appar- 
ently a kavul is a wool cap worn under the net. 


Since istema was mentioned in the baraita, the Gemara asks: 
What is an istema? Rabbi Abbahu said: Istema is a beizyu- 
nei. However, Rabbi Abbahu’s explanation employed a term 
from the Aramaic dialect spoken in Eretz Yisrael, which was 
not understood in Babylonia. Therefore, they asked there: 
What is a beizyunei? Abaye said that Rav said: It is a small 
hat or ribbon used to gather hairs that protrude [kalya 
paruhei]" from the headdress. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta that three things were said 
with regard to an istema: There is no prohibition of a mix- 
ture of diverse kinds, wool and linen, in it." Since it is 
made of hard felt and not woven together, the prohibition 
of diverse kinds does not apply to material of that kind. And 
it does not become impure with the ritual impurity of 
leprosy." Only woven garments can become impure with 
leprosy. And women may not go out with it to the public 
domain on Shabbat. 


In the name of Rabbi Shimon they said: Also, 


Anything that is worn beneath the hairnet — p3 mond KTO 4p 
M237: Even if a kavul is a woolen cap, it is not covered entirely 
by the net. Rather, it is possible to move it out from beneath 
the net and display it to others. The cap was ornamented and 
embroidered with different colors (Ramban; Rashba). 


Hat or ribbon used to gather hairs that protrude [kalya 
paruhei] — 175 wp: Some commentaries explain that this hat 
was made especially for a bride (geonim; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rif). 
Since everyone looks at her and she is uncomfortable being seen 
swatting flies from her face, she would hang these colorful strings 
over her face to protect it from flies. Kalya paruhei literally means 


one that fends off flies. 


| NOTES - 
There is no prohibited mixture of diverse kinds, wool and 
linen, in it - xs awn Aa py: Rashi explains that although 
wearing the istema is not a violation of the Torah prohibition 
of mixing wool and linen, it is prohibited by rabbinic law like all 
other types of felt. Others say that since an istema does not pro- 
vide any warmth and is merely decorative, it is not a prohibited 
mixture of diverse kinds even by rabbinic law (Ramban). 


And it does not become impure with the ritual impurity of 
leprosy — D'Y gAV TVRI: The geonim explain that there is 
an additional reason for this halakha with regard to the strings 
of the istema. They are colorful and the halakhic midrash on Le- 
viticus, Torat Kohanim, states explicitly that colored strings do not 
become impure with the ritual impurity of leprosy (Ramban; Ran). 
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the rabbinic decree prohibiting adorning brides with bridal 
crowns to commemorate the destruction of the Temple does not 
apply to an istema. 


Earlier, the Gemara cited Rabbi Abbahu’s opinion that the kavul 
mentioned in the mishna, which one may not wear into the public 
domain on Shabbat, is a woolen cap. And Shmuel said: It is the 
seal of a slave" that we learned about in the mishna. The Gemara 
asks: And did Shmuel actually say this? Didn’t Shmuel say: A 
slave may go out on Shabbat with a seal that is around his neck 
but not with a seal that is on his clothes? Apparently, Shmuel 
holds that one may go out into the public domain with a slave's seal. 
How, then, could he say that kavul in the mishna, with which one 
may not go out into the public domain, is referring to the seal of a 
slave? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This, where Shmuel said 
that one may go out with a slave’s seal on Shabbat, is referring to a 
case where his master made it for him. ‘The slave will not remove 
it because he fears his master. Therefore, there is no concern lest 
he carry it. However, that, where the mishna said that it is prohib- 
ited to go out with a kavul, which according to Shmuel is the seal 
of a slave, is referring to a case where he made it for himself to 
indicate to all who his master is so that he may enjoy his master’s 
protection. In that case, since it is dependent solely upon his discre- 
tion, there is concern lest he remove the seal and carry it. Therefore, 
the Sages prohibited going out with it into the public domain. 


The Gemara asks: In what case did you establish this statement of 
Shmuel? It is in the case of a seal that his master made for him. If 
so, why may he not go out with a seal on his clothes? There too, 
since his master made it for him he will not remove it. 


The Gemara answers: There the concern is that perhaps the seal 
will be severed, and the slave will fear his master and fold his cloak 
and place it on his shoulders so that his master will not see that 
he has no seal on his clothing. That concern is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef; as Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One who goes out into the public 
domain with a cloak folded and resting on his shoulders on 
Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering. That is not the manner 
in which one wears a garment; it is the manner in which one carries 
a burden. 


And this is like that which Shmuel said to Rav Hinnana bar 
Sheila: All of the Sages affiliated with the house of the Exilarch 
may not go out on Shabbat with sealed cloaks [sarbal], i.e., gar- 
ments with seals on them, except for you," since the people of the 
Exilarch’s house are not particular with regard to you. The Sages 
affiliated with the Exilarch were officially considered servants of 
the house and would wear the seal of the house of the Exilarch. 
Therefore, it was prohibited for them to go out into the public do- 
main on Shabbat with a cloak bearing the Exilarch’s seal, lest the 
seal break and, in fear of the Exilarch, they remove the cloak, fold 
it, place it on their shoulders, and carry it on Shabbat. Only Rav 
Hinnana bar Sheila was permitted to go out with this seal on Shab- 
bat since the people of the Exilarch’s house were not exacting with 
him. Even if he wore clothing with no seal, they would not con- 
sider it an act of insubordination against the Exilarch. 


The Gemara discusses the matter itself: Shmuel said that a slave 
may go out with a seal that is around his neck but not with a 
seal that is on his clothes. That opinion was also taught in a ba- 
raita: A slave may go out with a seal that is around his neck but 
not with a seal that is on his clothes. 


NOTES 


The seal of a slave - X34 xbaz: The question was 
raised: If it is prohibited ‘for a slave to wear the seal 
into the public domain, why didn't the Sages issue 
a decree prohibiting him from wearing the seal in 
the courtyard? Some commentaries answer: Since 
the master insists that his slave wear the seal at all 
times, to prevent tension between slave and master 
the Sages did not extend the decree to the courtyard 
(see Tosafot). Other authorities explain that a slave is 
embarrassed by the seal and would prefer never to 
wear it. Therefore, the Sages were certain that even 
if the slave wears the seal in the courtyard, he will 
certainly not forget to remove it before going out 
into the public domain (Rashba). 


All of the Sages affiliated with the house of the 
Exilarch may not go out with sealed cloaks, except 
for you - arpa pah xb xmbs wat param 

pa ab MOM: The geonim explain that the Exilarch 
was appointed to collect a clothes tax on behalf of 
the government. A seal was attached to every gar- 
ment for which taxes had been paid. Therefore, it is 
prohibited to wear a sealed garment because the 
seal could fall off and, due to concern that one might 
be caught by the tax official, he will come to carry 
the seal with him. Rabbi Hinnana, however, was the 
exception because he was not concerned about the 
tax collectors (Rav Sherira Gaon). 


A slave may go out with a seal, etc. - Taya xx» 

"131: The slave in this context is one who was circum- 
cised and had immersed in a ritual bath in order to 

become a Canaanite slave. He is obligated to ob- 
serve the same mitzvot as a woman. In the Rambam's 

opinion, there is an additional mitzva that applies to 

he slave; his master is required to prevent him from 

performing labor on Shabbat, as it is written:“The son 

of your handmaid and the stranger shall be refreshed” 
Exodus 23:12). According to the Ra’avad, however, the 

master is not required to prevent him from violating 

he mitzvot in which he is obligated. Like any other 

Jew, the slave is obligated with regard to his own 

personal observance of the mitzvot. Nevertheless, 
even a slave who accepted slavery on the condition 

hat he will continue to desecrate the Shabbat may 

not perform labor for his master on Shabbat, and 

he master is commanded to prevent the slave from 

performing labor for him. 


LANGUAGE 


Cloak [sarbal] - bap: This word, which also appears 
in the Bible (Daniel 3:21), in most places refers to a 
unique Persian style of trousers. It is from the Persian 
shalwar, meaning trousers. In this context, the mean- 
ing is apparently coat or cloak. 


HALAKHA 


A slave may go out with a seal, etc. - Taya xx» 
^3 opina: A slave, whose master is required to en- 
sure that he observes Shabbat, may not go out into 
the public domain on Shabbat wearing the metal seal 
that his master made for him to signify that he is his 
slave. If the seal was made of clay and it was hanging 
around his neck, it is permitted. If it is attached to his 
clothes, it is prohibited. If the slave fashioned the seal 
himself, even if it was made of clay, the slave may not 
go out wearing it under any circumstances (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 304:1 and in the comment of the Rema). 
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NOTES 


The slave may neither go out...and both this and 
that cannot become ritually impure — TIY KY? x 
of metal, it aie ne ritually impure because it is 
not considered a utensil or an ornament. 


HALAKHA 
Ritual impurity of a seal - onin ngaw: A seal that 
was not fashioned to make an impression in clay or 
wax cannot become ritually impure because it is not a 
utensil. If it is made of metal and its sole purpose is to 
make impressions in clay or wax, it can become ritually 
impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:9). 


And an animal may neither go out with a seal that is 
around its neck — ayNayaw onina xd moa NYA xy: 

An animal may not go out wearing a seal on Shabbat, 
whether it is on its body or on a cloth covering it, be- 
cause it is a burden (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 20:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305712). 


Ritual impurity of a bell — 3% n2w: A bell attached to 
a child's clothing can only become ritually impure if it 
has a clapper. If it is attached to an adult's clothes, it can 
become ritually impure even if it does not have a clapper 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:8). 


Vessels of stone, etc. — 3) DIX bp: Vessels made 
of stone, dung, or unbaked clay, even when they have 
a receptacle, can neither become ritually impure by 
Torah law nor by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 1:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Bell - a1: 


a 


Ancient bell 
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The Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita: The slave 

may neither go out with a seal that is around his neck nor with a 

seal that is on his clothes on Shabbat, and both this and that can- 
not become ritually impure.’ And he may not go out with a bell’ 

that is hung around his neck; however, he may go out with a bell 

that is on his clothes, and both this and that can become ritually 
impure. 


And an animal may neither go out with a seal that is around its 
neck," nor with a seal that is on its clothes, nor with a bell that is 
on its clothes, nor with a bell that is around its neck since with 
regard to an animal these are considered burdens not ornaments. 
Both this, the seal, and that, the bell, cannot become ritually im- 
pure" because animal ornaments and utensils do not fall into the 
category of objects that can become ritually impure. Apparently, it 
is even prohibited for a slave to go out with a seal around his neck, 
contrary to Shmuel’s opinion. 


The Gemara answers: Say that this baraita, which permits going out, 
is referring to a case where his master made him the seal. Since he 
fears removing it, there is no concern that he will come to carry it. 
That baraita, which prohibits going out, is referring to a case where 
he made it for himself and there is concern lest he come to remove 
it and carry it. 


The Gemara rejects this resolution: No, both this and that are refer- 
ring to a case where his master made it for him. The difference can 
be explained differently. And here, where it was prohibited, it is 
referring to a seal of metal, and here, where it was permitted, it is a 
seal of clay. And as Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: 
With an object about which his master is particular, one may not 
go out on Shabbat, lest it become detached from the garment, and 
fear of his master lead the slave to carry it in his hand. With an object 
about which his master is not particular, one may go out with it. 


The Gemara adds: So too, it is reasonable to understand the barai- 
ta from the fact that it teaches there: This seal and that seal cannot 
become ritually impure. Granted, if you say it is referring to a 
metal seal, it is possible to understand the novel aspect of the barai- 
ta as follows: These are the objects that cannot become ritually 
impure; however, their vessels made of the same material can 
become ritually impure. 


However, ifyou say that we learned with regard to seals of clay, can 
it be similarly inferred that these seals are the objects that cannot 
become ritually impure; however, their vessels made of the same 
material can become ritually impure? 


Wasn't it taught in a baraita: Vessels of stone," vessels of dung, and 
vessels of earth that are not made into earthenware can neither 
become ritually impure by Torah law nor by rabbinic law? Appar- 
ently, even an actual vessel made of clay cannot become ritually 
impure. Rather, learn from it that this baraita is referring to utensils 
made of metal. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from it. 


In that same baraita the Master said that the slave may not go out 
with a bell that is around his neck, but he may go out with a bell 
that is on his clothes. 


The Gemara asks: With a bell that is around his neck, why may he 
not go out? It is due to concern lest it be severed and he come to 
carry it. If so, with a bell on his clothes too, let us be concerned 
lest it be severed and he come to carry it. 


The Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? With a case 

where the bell is woven into the garment, and it is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, as Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Anything that is woven into a garment, 
the Sages did not issue a decree prohibiting going out with it on 

Shabbat. 
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In the baraita cited earlier, it was taught that the Master said: An 
animal may neither go out with a seal that is around its neck, nor 
with a seal that is on its clothes, nor with a bell that is on its 
clothes, nor with a bell that is around its neck. Both this and that 
cannot become ritually impure. 


The Gemara asks: And does a bell of an animal not become ritu- 
ally impure? The Gemara proceeds to raise a contradiction from 
that which was taught in another baraita: The bell of an animal" 
can become ritually impure, 


and the bell of a door is ritually pure. The door itself is not consid- 
ered a vessel. It is considered part of the house, and therefore its 
status is like that of the house. The house is attached to the ground, 
and therefore it cannot become ritually impure. Everything con- 
nected to it, including the bell, assumes that status. 


If one took the bell of a door and converted it into a bell for an 
animal," it can become ritually impure; however, if one took the 
bell of an animal and converted it into a bell for a door," even 
though he attached it to the door and even fastened it with nails, 
it can still become ritually impure because all utensils descend 
into their state of ritual impurity by means of thought alone, i.e., 
as a result of a decision to designate them for a specific purpose 
through which they will become susceptible to ritual impurity, they 
receive that status immediately. However, they only ascend from 
their state of ritual impurity by means of an action that effects 
physical change to the vessel itself. A change in designation alone 
is ineffective. This baraita states that an animal bell can become 
ritually impure, contrary to that which was taught in the previous 
baraita. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This baraita, where it was 
taught that the bell can become ritually impure, is referring to a case 
where it has a clapper [inbal].' That baraita, where it was taught 
that the bell cannot become ritually impure, is referring to a case 
where it does not have a clapper. 


The Gemara asks: Whichever way you look at it, this is difficult. If 
the bell is a vessel," then even though it has no clapper it should 
be susceptible to ritual impurity. Ifit is not a vessel, does a clapper 
render it a vessel? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, the clapper can determine the bell’s status 
with regard to ritual impurity, in accordance with that which Rab- 
bi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said. As Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: From where 
is it derived that a metal vessel that produces sound" is considered 
a vessel and can become ritually impure? As it is stated: “Every 
thing that passes through the fire, you shall make it pass through 
the fire, and it shall be clean; nevertheless, it shall be purified with 
the water of sprinkling; and all that does not pass through the fire 
you shall make to go through water” (Numbers 31:23). And the 
Sages interpret the verse homiletically: Every thing [davar], even 
speech [dibbur]; in other words, even an object that makes a sound 
you shall pass through fire to purify it because it is a vessel. 


However, the matter can be clarified further. In what case did you 

establish the baraita; in the case ofa bell that does not have a clap- 
per? If so, say the middle clause of that baraita: And he may not go 

out with a bell that is hung around his neck; however, he may go 

out with a bell that is on his clothes, and both this and that can 

become ritually impure. If it is referring to a bell that does not have 

a clapper, can it become ritually impure? 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


Bell of an animal, etc. - ^3) mana bw at: Ostensibly, the 
list of bells that can become ritually impure contradicts 
the general principle that only utensils used by people can 
become ritually impure. However, the rationale for this is 
that all these bells are for use by people. When the bell on 
an animal has a clapper inside, it enables the shepherd to 
locate his animals even when he cannot see them. Simi- 
larly, the bells on the mortar aids the act of crushing by 
making a sound, and the bells on a Torah scroll direct the 
congregation's attention to the fact that the Torah scroll 
is being removed from the ark and the Torah reading is 
about to begin (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
The bell of a door and converted it into a bell for the 
animal - mana ipo nt by: If one takes a doorbell or 
any other vessel attached to a building or to the ground 
and transfers it to be used for something that is not at- 
tached to the ground, e.g., an animal, it can become ritu- 
ally impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:12). 


The bell of an animal and converted it into a bell for the 
door - no ixen maga by: In the case of a bell used 
for an animal that one attached to a door, or to any vessel 
attached to the ground, or even if one actually attached 
it to the ground itself and fixed it with a nail, the bell can 
become ritually impure as it did before, until one effects 
a physical change in the bell itself (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 8:12). 


LANGUAGE 
Clapper [inbal] - any: This is likely from the 
Greek &uBodog or éuBodog, embolos or embolon, mean- 
ing pegs inserted into objects or a protrusion inserted into 
a vessel. In variant readings, the word appears as inbol and 
in the Jerusalem Talmud as imbol, imbolot. 


NOTES 


If the bell is a vessel, etc. — 131817 X31 te: The underlying 
assumption of the question is that the bell is considered 
a vessel that serves a specific purpose because it is suited 
for use in feeding water to a small child. Consequently, the 
presence of a clapper or lack thereof is irrelevant (Penei 
Yehoshua). 


That produces sound =bip waw: The problem with a 
bell and similar objects is based on the fact that, in order 
for a vessel to be susceptible to ritual impurity, it must 
be either a utensil or an ornament; a bell appears to be 
neither. Therefore, from the extraneous phrase: Every- 
thing [davar] that passes through fire (Numbers 31:23), it 
is derived that there are additional vessels that can be- 
come ritually impure if they serve a specific purpose, e.g., 
producing sound. 
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HALAKHA 


One who makes bells for the mortar and for 
the cradle, etc. - np wh nena pat nwiyg 
"11: Bells with clappers that are attached to 
garments or those attached to a cradle can 
become ritually impure. The same is true for 
similar objects designed to entertain small 
children. They remain ritually impure even if 
their clappers were subsequently removed, as 
per the Josefta (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 8:7). 


The bell and the clapper, this is a connec- 
tion - an bayym att: The bell and the 
clapper are considered attached and as a 
single vessel with regard to the halakhot of 
becoming ritually impure and the halakhot of 
sprinkling purification water (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 12:9). 


NOTES 


Rava raised an objection: The bell and the 
clapper — Sayysy aa x21 2: The com- 
mentaries found Rava's objection difficult and 
many interpretations of his statement and the 
statement of Abaye that precedes it were sug- 
gested. Some commentaries explain that, in 
response to Abaye’s statement that anything 
that a common person can reassemble is 
considered a vessel, Rava raised an objection 
based on the mishna's statement that the bell 
and clapper are considered a connection. A 
connection can only exist between separate 
entities. Although they are designed to be 
attached and it is a bona fide attachment, 
nevertheless they are not considered one 
vessel (Ramban). 
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The Gemara raises a contradiction from the Tosefta: One who makes 

bells for the mortar used to crush spices, and for the cradle," and for 
mantles of Torah scrolls, and for coverings of small children, if they 
have a clapper they can become ritually impure, and if they do not have 

a clapper they are ritually pure and cannot become impure. If after they 
became ritually impure their clappers were removed, their ritual impu- 
rity still remains upon them. Apparently, even with regard to bells used 

by people, the original existence of a clapper determines whether or not 
the bell is considered a vessel. 


The Gemara answers: This applies only to the bells of a small child, since 
they are placed on him to produce sound. If the bell does not make a 
sound, it serves no purpose and, consequently, cannot become ritually 
impure. However, with regard to an adult, the bell is an ornament for 
him even though it does not have a clapper. 


It was taught in the Tosefta that the Master said: If their clappers were 
removed after they became ritually impure, their ritual impurity still 
remains upon them. The Gemara wonders: For what use are they suited 
after their clappers are removed? They are essentially broken and should 
therefore become ritually pure. Abaye said: The reason that their impu- 
rity remains is because a common person is able to replace the clapper 
into the bell. According to Abaye, with regard to any vessel that comes 
apart, if a common person is capable of reassembling it and it does not 
require the expertise of a craftsman, it is not considered broken and its 
ritual impurity is not nullified. 


Rava raised an objection to this explanation from that which was taught: 
The connection between the bell and the clapper," this is a connection." 
Therefore, if they are detached from each other, the bell should be con- 
sidered broken. 


And he adds: And if you say that when employing the term connection, 
it is saying as follows: Even though it is not connected, it has the legal 
status as if it were connected. Wasn't it taught in a baraita: The 
connection between the different parts of scissors made of different parts 
that are made to come apart and the connection between the blade ofa 
carpenter’s plane, which can be removed from its handle, and its handle 
are considered a connection with regard to contracting ritual impurity? 
If one part becomes ritually impure, the other parts become ritually 
impure as well. The baraita continues: However, they are not considered 
a connection with regard to the sprinkling of the waters of a purification 
offering. When waters of purification are sprinkled on these implements 
in order to purify them from ritual impurity imparted by a corpse (see 
Numbers 19:17-19), the water must be sprinkled on each part individually. 


The Gemara asks: Whichever way you look at it, there is a difficulty: If it 
is considered a connection, they should be considered connected even 
with regard to sprinkling; and if they are not considered a connection, 
they should not be so considered even with regard to ritual impurity. 


And Rabba said: By Torah law, when in use, they are considered a 
connection, both with regard to ritual impurity and with regard to 
sprinkling. And when not in use, even if the parts are connected, since 
they are made to come apart and they are commonly dismantled, they are 
neither considered a connection with regard to ritual impurity nor with 
regard to sprinkling. And the Sages issued a decree that they should be 
considered a connection with regard to ritual impurity even when not 
in use, due to ritual impurity when in use. If one component becomes 
ritually impure, the other component becomes ritually impure as well. 
And, as a further stringency, they issued a decree that they should not be 
considered a connection with regard to sprinkling even when in use, 
due to sprinkling when not in use. The waters of purification must be 
sprinkled on each part individually. Nevertheless, this type of connection 
with regard to ritual impurity is only relevant when the two parts are 
actually connected. When the parts are separate, even if they can be 
reattached easily, the vessel is considered broken. This contradicts Abaye’s 
explanation. 


Rather, Rava said: It should be explained differently: 
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It is considered a vessel since a bell without a clapper is suited to strike on 
earthenware and produce a sound of similar quality to that produced by a 
clapper. If so, even when the clapper is removed, the bell may still be used 
for its original purpose. 


It was also stated that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: It is con- 
sidered a vessel, since a bell without a clapper is suited to strike on earth- 
enware. Rabbi Yohanan said: It is considered a vessel, since it is suited 
for use to give water to a child to drink. 


And with regard to the essence of Rabbi Yohanan’s statement, the Gemara 
asks: And does Rabbi Yohanan not require that the vessel’s new usage 
must be of the same type as the original labor in order for it to retain its 
ritual impurity after it has undergone change? Wasn't it taught in a baraita: 
“Every bed on which a zav is lying is ritually impure and every vessel on 
which he is sitting shall be ritually impure” (Leviticus 15:4). I might have 
thought, based on this verse, that if one overturned a vessel the size of a 
sea and sat on it, or overturned a vessel the size of a half-se’a [tarkav]' 
and sat on it, the vessel would become ritually impure. Therefore, the 
verse states: On which the zav is sitting," i.e., that which is designated 
for sitting, excluding that vessel with regard to which one says to the zav: 
Stand and we will perform our labor with the vessel. In that case, because 
the vessel is primarily used for purposes other than sitting, it does not be- 
come ritually impure even when the zav sits on it. 


There is a dispute between the amora’im on this matter: Rabbi Elazar says: 
With regard to ritual impurity imparted by treading [midras], i.e., the 
halakhot pertaining to a zav" or to a menstruating woman who sits or lies 
down on an object, one states the principle: Stand and we will perform 
our labor to maintain the purity of the vessel. However, one does not state 
with regard to one who is ritually impure due to a corpse: Stand and we 
will perform our labor to maintain the purity of the vessel. In other words, 
an object that became ritually impure through contact with a corpse and 
was subsequently broken, since it is possible to use it for some other pur- 
pose, it remains a vessel and susceptible to ritual impurity. However, Rab- 
bi Yohanan said: Even with regard to one who is ritually impure due to 
a corpse, one states the principle: Stand and we will perform our labor" 
to maintain the purity of the vessel. According to his opinion, a vessel that 
is no longer suited for its initial use, even though it serves another purpose, 
is considered broken. Therefore, the bell, since it is no longer suited for 
ringing, remains ritually pure according to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion, even 
though it remains suited for drinking water. 


The Gemara answers: Reverse the opinions in the first dispute: It was not 
Rabbi Yohanan who gave that reason; it was Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina. The Gemara asks: And what did you see that led you to reverse 
the first? Reverse the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar in the 
latter dispute, and avoid a contradiction in the statements of Rabbi 
Yohanan in that way. 


The Gemara answers: That is because we learned elsewhere that Rabbi 
Yohanan requires that the vessel’s new use will be of the same type as the 
original labor. His opinion here is consistent with his opinion there. As it 
was taught in a baraita: The shoe of an animal," if it is made of metal, can 
become ritually impure. The Gemara asks: For what use by people is it 
suited? Vessels designated for animal use do not become ritually impure 
unless they have some use for people. Rav said: It is suited for use as a 
vessel from which one could drink water in war when there are no other 
available vessels. And Rabbi Hanina said: It is suited for use as a vessel 
from which one could smear oil on his body during a war. And Rabbi 
Yohanan said: When he flees from the battlefield he places it on his foot 
and runs over thorns and the thistles. Apparently, the only use for the 
shoe of an animal that would render it capable of becoming ritually impure 
when used by a person is use of the same type as the original labor. 


LANGUAGE 

Half-se’a [tarkav] - apn: This term is a 
combination of the kav measurement 
together with the Greek word tpéic, treis, 
three. Three kav equal half a sea (Arukh). 
Another explanation of the term is that it is 
a combination of trei, Aramaic for two, plus 
another kav (Rashi). 


NOTES 

On which the zav is sitting - voy Iw WK 
atm: This understanding is derived from 
the grammatical form of the word. Had 
the verse been written in the past tense: 
On which the zav sat, or: On which the 
zav lay, its meaning would be that anyone 
who touches or uses a vessel upon which 
a zav ever sat or lay would become ritually 
impure. However, since the verb appears 
in the future tense, which, in this context, 
is the present continuous tense, it means 
a vessel upon which the zav typically sits 
or lies. Therefore, if a zav sits upon a vessel 
that is not designated for sitting or lying, it 
does not become ritually impure, unless he 
comes into physical contact with it. 


Even with regard to one who is ritually 
impure due to a corpse, one states: Stand 
and we will perform our labor — vaix 4X 
nax nwyn Tiny na Kava: The con- 
cept: Stand and we will perform our labor, 
applies to the case of zav as only a vessel 
designated for sitting can become ritu- 
ally impure with ritual impurity imparted 
by sitting. It has a different meaning with 
regard to impurity imparted by a corpse 
(see Rashi). There is no separate category 
of one who sits on a vessel with regard to 
the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by 
a corpse. Nevertheless, a corollary of the 
principle that ritual impurity does not take 
effect on a vessel about which one says: 
Stand and perform our labor, is that every 
vessel has a specific primary function. In 
terms of the halakhot of ritual impurity, a 
vessel utilized for a purpose other than its 
primary function no longer has the legal 
status of a vessel. 


The shoe of an animal - ana bw bap: In 
the Tosefta, the text reads: The sandal of a 
non-kosher animal. Since a kosher animal 
has split hooves, its sandal cannot serve the 
purposes delineated in the Gemara. 


HALAKHA 

Ritual impurity imparted by treading by 
a zav — 3% DYT: By Torah law, a vessel that 
is not designated for lying or sitting does 
not become ritually impure when a zav 
sits or lies on it without touching it (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 7:8). 
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— NOTES 9 ———____—__- 
Jerusalem of Gold - 83713 ohw: Jerusalem of Gold is only 
one example of this type of jewelry, as the city of gold orna- 
ment could be a depiction of any city (Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 
Jerusalem of Gold - x32777 ohy: According to the descrip- 
tions of the Sages, the city of gold was a tiara on which the form 
of a city and its walls were depicted in gold. The Jerusalem of 
Gold specifically depicted the walls of Jerusalem. Apparently, 
this ornament was quite expensive and only a very limited 
number of aristocratic women wore it. 


Roman coin of Jerusalem, Aelia Capitolina, from the reign of the emperor 
Antonius Pius. It has the imprimatur of the image of Hatikhi, the guardian angel 
of Jerusalem, wearing a crown that is apparently the Jerusalem of Gold ornament. 


Perek VI 
Daf59 Amud b 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Akiva and his wife — iný x2py +27: The city of gold 
ornament that Rabbi Akiva made for his wife is mentioned 
several times throughout the Talmud. The Gemara relates that 
when they lived in abject poverty they resided in a hayloft. 
When he saw that the hay got into his wife's hair, Rabbi Akiva 
told her that if he ever got rich he would make her a city of gold 
ornament. Eventually, he kept his promise. In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, it is told that the wife of the Nasi, Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, complained to him that she does not have so 
expensive an ornament. He asked her: Would you have done 
for me what Rabbi Akiva's wife did for him? Rabbi Akiva's wife 
sold the braids of her hair so that he could study Torah and she 
earned that ornament. 


HALAKHA 
Kelila - xa: It is permitted to go out on Shabbat with the 
ornament called kelila, whether it is made exclusively of fabric 
or whether it is inlaid with precious metal. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi; Rav and Levi also 
permit doing so (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
19:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:5). 
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The Gemara asks parenthetically: What is the practical difference 

between the explanation of Rav and that of Rabbi Hanina? The 

Gemara answers: There is a practical difference between them in 

a case where the sandal is repulsive and dirty. In Rav’s opinion, 
since one would not drink water from it, it cannot become ritu- 
ally impure. According to Rabbi Hanina, since one could still use 

it to spread oil on his body, it can become ritually impure. 


What is the practical difference between the explanation of Rab- 
bi Yohanan and that of Rabbi Hanina? There is a practical differ- 
ence between them in a case where the shoe is heavy. It is suited 

for spreading oil; it is not suited for one to place on his foot. There- 
fore, it cannot become ritually impure according to Rabbi 

Yohanan. 


We learned in the mishna: And neither may a woman go out on 
Shabbat to the public domain with a city of gold. The Gemara 
asks: What is the meaning of: With a city of gold? Rabba bar bar 
Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Jerusalem of Gold,’ a gold 
tiara engraved with a depiction of the city of Jerusalem, 


like the one that Rabbi Akiva made for his wife.’ 


And on this subject, the Sages taught in the Tosefta: A woman 
may not go out into the public domain on Shabbat with a city of 
gold ornament. And if she went out with it into the public domain 
she is liable to bring a sin-offering; that is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: She may not go out with it ab 
initio, and if she went out she is exempt. And Rabbi Eliezer says: 
A woman may go out with a city of gold ornament ab initio. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what principle do they 
disagree? Rabbi Meir holds that it is considered a burden" and 
not an ornament, and one who carries a burden into the public 
domain is liable to bring a sin-offering. And the Rabbis hold that 
it is an ornament. Why, then, did they prohibit going out into the 
public domain wearing it? They are concerned lest she remove it, 
and showit to another, and come to carry it in the public domain. 
And Rabbi Eliezer holds: Whose manner is it to go out with a 
city of gold ornament? Only an important woman," and in that 
case there is no concern, as an important woman does not re- 
move ornaments and show them to others. 


After discussing going out into the public domain on Shabbat with 
a city of gold ornament, the Gemara discusses other ornaments. 
There is a dispute among amora’im with regard to a kelila," which 
is a tiara-like ornament. Rav prohibited going out with it, and 
Shmuel permitted doing so. 


With a city of gold ornament... 


Rabbi Meir holds that it is 


NOTES 
An important woman - nawn nwy: Some commentaries 


considered a burden - xii wap Py a7... bw W93: 
At first glance, Rabbi Meir’s opinion that a city of gold tiara is a 
burden is difficult to understand. It is clearly an ornament. Ap- 
parently, Rabbi Meir holds that since even the Rabbis prohibit 
going out into the public domain with it, it no longer retains 
the status of an ornament on Shabbat. Therefore, it is consid- 
ered a burden (Rashash and see Penei Yehoshua). 


claimed that men are permitted to go out on Shabbat wear- 
ing jewelry since, in the parallel discussion in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, it is explained that women are vain and accustomed 
to flaunt their ornaments, but men are not. Nevertheless, even 
in the Jerusalem Talmud there were those who disagreed 
with the conclusion that men may go out with jewelry on 
Shabbat. 
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The Gemara sets the parameters of the disagreement: With a kelila 
made of metal, everyone agrees that it is prohibited to go out into 
the public domain. Where they disagree is in the case of a woven 
fabric inlaid with metal. One Sage, Rav, holds that in that type of 
ornament the metal is the primary element, and it is prohibited. And 
one Sage, Shmuel, holds that the woven fabric is the primary ele- 
ment, and it is consequently permitted. 


Rav Ashi taught this disagreement with a lenient interpretation, as 
he said: With a kelila of woven fabric, everyone agrees that it is 
permitted to go out into the public domain. Where they disagree is 
in the case of a metal ornament. One Sage, Rav, holds that it is pro- 
hibited because there is concern lest she remove it, and show it to 
another, and come to carry it in the public domain. And one Sage, 
Shmuel, holds that it is permitted. Whose manner is to go out with 
a kelila ornament? Only an important woman; and an important 
woman does not remove ornaments and show them to others. 


On the same topic, Rav Shmuel bar bar Hana said to Rav Yosef who, 
due to illness, forgot his learning: You explicitly said to us in the 
name of Rav: With regard to a kelila, it is permitted to go out into 
the public domain on Shabbat. 


The Gemara relates that one day they said to Rav: A great, tall man 
came to Neharde’a and he was limping. And he taught: With a 
kelila, it is permitted to go out into the public domain on Shabbat. 
Rav said: Who is a great, tall man who limps? Levi.” Conclude from 
this that Rabbi Afes passed away and Rabbi Hanina is sitting at the 
head of the yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael in his place. And, consequently, 
Levi had no one before whom to sit and study and he came here. As 
long as Rabbi Afes headed the yeshiva, Rabbi Hanina would sit out- 
side the study hall. Entering the study hall would indicate that he 
accepted the authority of Rabbi Afes. Rabbi Hanina, who was a great 
man, refused to do so. In deference to Rabbi Hanina, Levi would sit 
with him as a colleague outside the study hall. When Levi arrived from 
Eretz Yisrael, it was clear that Rabbi Afes must have died. Levi, who 
considered himself Rabbi Hanina’s equal in terms of both scholarship 
and age, did not want to defer to Rabbi Hanina’s authority and de- 
cided to go to elsewhere, to Babylonia. 


The Gemara asks: How did Rav arrive at that particular conclusion? 

And perhaps Rabbi Hanina died and Rabbi Afes remained standing 
in his position at the head of the yeshiva as he stood previously; and 

Levi had no one with whom to sit outside the study hall, and that is 

why he came here? The Gemara answers that that could not be the 

case for two reasons. First, if it were so, that Rabbi Hanina died, Levi 

would have been subject to the authority of Rabbi Afes. It was only 
in deference to Rabbi Hanina that Levi did not enter the study hall. 
And furthermore, it could not be that Rabbi Hanina died and did 

not reign as head of the yeshiva, as when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi died, 
he said in his dying testament: Hanina, son of Rabbi Hama, shall sit 

at the head of the yeshiva. And of the righteous it is written: “You 

will decree a saying and it will be established for you, and the light 
will shine on your ways” (Job 22:28). Since the statement that Rabbi 

Hanina will serve at the head of the yeshiva crossed the lips of a righ- 
teous person, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, it is inconceivable that it would 

not have been realized. 


The Gemara returns to the subject of kelila. When Levi taught in 
Neharde’a that with the kelila ornament, one is permitted to go out 
into the public domain on Shabbat, twenty-four women wearing the 
kelila ornament went out into the public domain from all of 
Neharde’a. When Rabba bar Avuh taught in Mehoza that the kelila 
ornament is permitted, eighteen women wearing the kelila ornament 
went out from one alleyway. Mehoza was a wealthy mercantile city, 
and many women there owned precious jewelry. 


PERSONALITIES 


Levi - nh: This is Levi ben Sisi, one of the Sages in 
Eretz Yisrael in the transitional generation between 
he tannaim and the amoraiim. He was the preemi- 
nent disciple of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, redactor of 
he Mishna, and would sit before him and engage in 
he study of halakha with the rest of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s prominent disciples. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
held him in high regard and sent him to Simonia to 
serve as a judge and teacher and described him as: A 
man like me. There are several sources that relate that 
he began limping while attempting to demonstrate 
before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi how the High Priest 
would bow upon his face. The Gemara also relates 
hat this was a punishment for speaking imperti- 
nently before God. 

Levi also edited anthologies of baraitot, intro- 
duced with the phrase: They taught in the school 
of Levi. 

Due to the problematic interpersonal relation- 
ships described here, Levi moved to Babylonia late 
in life. He renewed his acquaintance there with Rav, 
with whom he studied before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
and became a close friend of Abba bar Abba, Shmu- 
el's father. Shmuel became a disciple-colleague of his. 
The Rambam ruled in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Levi even in disputes with Rav and Shmuel, as 
he considered Levi greater than they were. 

tis not clear if he had children or who they were. 
Some hold that bar Leivai mentioned in the Gemara 
is his son. Others hold that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, 
the well-known amora, was his son, but there is no 
clear proof for that conclusion. 
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HALAKHA 
Gilded belt - yap: According to the second version of the 
statement in the Gemara, it is permitted to go out with a 
belt inlaid with silver and gold on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:2). 


Two belts — 99371 "1H: Some authorities permit wearing two 
sashes, one over the other, with no garment between them 
(Shulhan Arukh) and some prohibit doing so (Rema). The 
basis of the dispute is the meaning of Rav Ashi’s statement: 
Two belts you said. The commentaries disagree whether he 
meant that it is obviously permitted or obviously prohibited 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:36). 


Short cloak — x07: If a short wide cloak has straps, it is 
permitted to wear it out into the public domain on Shabbat. 
If not, doing so is prohibited (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
303:6). 


Nose rings — ota: A woman may not go out into the public 
domain on Shabbat with nose rings because she might 
remove them to show her friend. However, she may go out 
with earrings if the standard practice in that place is to cover 
the earrings with her hair (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:8). 


LANGUAGE 
Gilded belt [kamra] - Tap: From the Middle Persian kamar, 
meaning a precious belt that is a symbol of authority. 


Belt [hemyana] — x27: From the Middle Persian word 
hamyan, meaning belt or sash. 


BACKGROUND 
Gilded belt - xy: 


Gold belt buckle from the reign of King Ardashir Isn at the beginning of the 
amoraic period in Babylonia 


Ring and seal - onim nyay: 


Gold ring with a seal made from a precious stone from mishnaic period, 
Pompeii 
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Two belts you said — myax7p "97 "A: Rav Ashi's statement 
was interpreted in two different ways: Some commentaries 
understood that his intention was to say that wearing two 
belts into the public domain is certainly permitted, just as one 
is permitted to add to his clothing (Beit Yosef based on the Rif 
and the Rambam). Others explain that doing so is certainly 
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Rav Yehuda said that Rav Shmuel said: With a precious gilded 
belt [kamra],''® a woman is permitted to go out into the public 
domain on Shabbat. Some say that he was referring to a belt made 
of woven fabric and inlaid with gold. And Rav Safra said: It is 
permitted just as it is permitted in the case of a gilded cloak. 


And some say that it is referring to a belt made entirely of metal. 
And Rav Safra said: It is permitted just as it is permitted to go out 
into the public domain on Shabbat with the belt of kings made 
entirely of gold. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: With regard to going out with a gilded 
belt over another belt [hemyana],' what is the halakha? He said 
to him: Two belts" you said;" it is certainly uncommon to wear 
two belts. Therefore, one of them is a burden. 


Rav Ashi said: This short cloak;" if it has short straps with 
which to tie it, it is permitted to go out with it, and if not, it is 
prohibited. 


We learned in the mishna: And a woman may not go out on Shab- 
bat with a katla. The Gemara explains: What is a katla? A type 
of small bib hung from the neck. The nezamim mentioned in the 
mishna with which a woman may not go out on Shabbat refer to 
nose rings," not earrings. 


We learned in the mishna: Nor with a ring that has no seal on it. 
By inference: If it does have a seal’ on it, she is liable to bring a 
sin-offering. She is only exempt from bringing a sacrifice when 
she goes out with a ring that does not have a seal on it, which is 
an ornament; however, a ring with a seal on it, typically used by 
men for sealing documents, is considered a burden for a woman 
on Shabbat. Apparently, that ring is not an ornament. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna in tractate 
Kelim: Women’s ornaments" can become ritually impure. And 
these are women’s ornaments: Bibs; earrings; and rings; and a 
ring whether it has a seal on it or whether it does not have a seal 
on it; and nose rings. Apparently, even a ring that has a seal on it 
is considered a woman’s ornament. 


And Rabbi Zeira said: This is not difficult. Rather, this ruling in 
our mishna, which distinguishes between a ring with a seal and a 
ring without a seal, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Nehemya; that ruling in the mishna in tractate Kelim, which does 
not distinguish between rings, is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. 


As it was taught in a baraita: If the ring were made of metal and 
its seal was made of coral, it can become ritually impure because 
the primary component of the ring is metal, a material that can 
become ritually impure. If the ring were made of coral and its 
seal of metal, it is ritually pure and cannot become ritually im- 
pure. Rabbi Nehemya deems it ritually impure, as Rabbi 
Nehemya would say: With regard to a ring, follow its seal; ifthe 
seal were made of material that can become ritually impure, the 
entire ring can become ritually impure, and if it were made of 
material that cannot become ritually impure, the entire ring re- 
mains pure. The same is true with regard to a yoke of an animal: 
Follow its rods. Rods are placed in the yoke to fasten it to the 
animal; the component material of the rods determines whether 
or not the entire yoke can become ritually impure. 


NOTES 


prohibited, since a person does not normally wear two identical 


articles of clothing (see Rashi; geonim). 


Therefore, the fact that one of the Sages suggested that parallel 
is surprising. Some commentaries explain that the Sage based 
his statement not on the halakha, but on the expression: And 


Women’s ornaments - wI »wwA: Apparently, the Gemara’s 
rejection of the parallel drawn between the halakhot of Shabbat 


and the halakhot of ritual impurity on the next daf is obvious. 


these are women’s ornaments, from which it is derived that 
rings without seals are also categorized as women’s ornaments 
(Penei Yehoshua). 
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With a hanging board,’ follow its nails, upon which the objects hang. 
With a ladder, follow its rungs. With a large scale,’ follow its chains 
and notits baseplates. And the Rabbis say, with regard to all of these 
vessels, everything follows the support. The legal status of the object 
is not determined by the component of the vessel most significant in 
terms of function. Itis determined by the component most significant 
in terms of structure. Therefore, according to Rabbi Nehemya there 
is a distinction, even in the halakhot of Shabbat, between a ring with 
a seal and a ring without a seal, as in his opinion the seal constitutes 
the primary function of the ring. However, the Rabbis hold with re- 
gard to the halakhot of ritual impurity that the essential part of the 
ring is the ring itself, not the seal. Therefore, they permit going out 
into the public domain on Shabbat even with a ring that has a seal. 


Rava said: This contradiction can be resolved in another manner. The 
mishna dealing with the halakhot of ritual impurity taught with regard 
to the two types of rings disjunctively,’ i.e., referring to different 
circumstances: A ring that has a seal on it can become ritually impure 
because it is a man’s ornament; a ring that does not have a seal on 
it can become ritually impure because it is a woman’s ornament. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said an additional resolution to the contra- 
diction between the mishnayot: Are you raising a contradiction from 

the halakhot of ritual impurity to the halakhot of Shabbat? The un- 
derlying principles of these areas of halakha are totally different. With 

regard to ritual impurity, the Torah stated: “All vessels with which 

labor is done” (Numbers 31:51), and a ring with a seal is a vessel and 

can therefore become ritually impure. However, with regard to Shab- 
bat, the Torah stated that the prohibition is due to the fact that the 

object is a burden. Therefore, in a case where there is not a seal on it, 
it is an ornament and may be worn in the public domain. In a case 

where there is a seal on it, it is a burden and may not be worn. 


We also learned in the mishna: Nor with a needle that is not 
perforated." The Gemara asks: For what use is that type of needle 
suited?" Rav Yosef said: Since a woman gathers her hair and pins it 
to her hairnet with the unperforated needle. 


Abaye said to him: And if so, let the needle be like a ritually pure 
garter and consequently be permitted." There is a type of garter, a 
strap that ensures that a woman's stockings will not fall, that cannot 
become ritually impure. A woman is permitted to go out into the 
public domain wearing it on Shabbat even if it is ornamented. For 
reasons of modesty, a woman will certainly not remove her garter or 
display it in the public domain. Similarly, with regard to the needle, 
the assumption is that a woman will not loosen her hair in the street. 


Rather, Rav Adda from the city of Naresh explained before Rav 
Yosef: Since a woman parts her hair with it. The Gemara asks: On 
Shabbat, when it is prohibited to comb one’s hair, for what use is this 
needle suited? Rava said: There is a gold plate on the other end of 
the needle. On a weekday, she uses it to part her hair. On Shabbat, 
she inserts the needle into her head covering and lays the gold plate 
against her forehead for ornamental purposes. 


For what use is that type of needle suited — 
commentaries explain the difficulty in the following manner: 
Since it is not permitted to go out into the public domain with 
anything other than a utensil or an ornament on Shabbat, for 
what use is this pin suited? Since a woman cannot use it to 
gather her hair in the public domain, it is not a utensil. Therefore, 
there was a need to explain that the pin is actually an ornament 


(Ritva; see Tosafot). 


And let the needle be like a ritually pure garter and be per- 
mitted -awm TAB Nyaa IM: The phrasing of the Talmud 


NOTES 
son mea: The 


here, particularly use of the term ritually pure, is problematic. See 
Rashi and Josafot, who offered contrived explanations. Some 
explain that it is difficult with regard to both the halakhot of ritual 
impurity and the halakhot of Shabbat. The Gemara should read 
as follows: And let it be like a garter; ritually pure and permitted. 
This needle should have the legal status of a garter in every sense. 
It should not be susceptible to ritual impurity because in this 
case it is not a utensil. At the same time, it should be permitted 
in terms of the prohibited labor of carrying out into the public 
domain on Shabbat (Ramban). 


BACKGROUND 

Hanging board — ship: There are different opinions with 
regard to the meaning of kolev. Some explain that it is 
a column with hooks for hanging merchandise (Rashi). 
Others say that it is a column with hooks upon which 
butchers hang cuts of meat. Yet others explain that it is a 
wooden ornament studded with metal nails hung from 
the necks of camels (Arukh). 


Large scale - ND: 


Chain holds the baseplate of the scale, while the wooden peg supports 
the scale 


Taught disjunctively — »3np ory: This phrase is com- 
mon in the Gemara. It comes to resolve a difficulty that 
stems from a parallel drawn between two halakhot cited 
ogether. It means that the two halakhot are not dealing 
with the same case, but each deals with a different issue. 
Usually this phrase is employed when there is no proof 
rom the mishna that the items are actually related and 
he parallel was based on logical reasoning. 


HALAKHA 


or with a needle that is not perforated - umna x) 
ADP APRÉ: It is prohibited for a woman to go out on 
Shabbat with an unperforated needle. If she utilized this 
needle to strengthen the knots in her hair, it is permitted, 
as per the opinion of Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 19:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:9). 
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NOTES 


Spiked sandal - vaoa Yno: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 


additional reasons are cited for the decree prohibiting 
spiked sandals. Some explain that pregnant women 
would see the sandal, become frightened, and miscarry 
because it spurred memories of war. Others explain that 
hey would be frightened by the noise of the spikes on 
he ground and miscarry. Therefore, the Sages issued a 
decree prohibiting wearing sandals of that kind. 


Decree prohibiting a sandal - bay mwa: This is not 
he only case of a decree issued due to an event that 
ranspired. There are similar instances. The principle 
is that in the wake of an event that left a particularly 
raumatic impression, the Sages issued decrees and 
established ordinances so that no such event would 
recur. Even when it was unlikely that the event would 
ranspire a second time, they commemorated the event 


creed fast days to commemorate tragedies that befell 
he Jewish people. 


On a weekday it should also be prohibited — bina 
vomb 23: In the Jerusalem Talmud, this difficulty is 
resolved differently. Since people did not typically own 
two pairs of sandals, once the Sages prohibited wearing 


spiked sandals on Shabbat, for all intents and purposes, 


it was prohibited to wear them on weekdays as well. 


HALAKHA 


Spiked sandal - saan bap: One may not go out on 
Shabbat wearing a spiked sandal. The details of this 
halakha are explained later in the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:2). 


Single sandal - "m Sapp: One may only go out 
wearing a single sandal or shoe on Shabbat if he has 


a wound on the other foot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Shabbat19:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:6). 
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MI S HN AC man may not go out on Shabbat with a 


spiked sandal," as will be explained in the 
Gemara. And he may not go out with a single sandal" when there 
is no wound on his foot. And he may neither go out with phylac- 
teries, nor with an amulet when it is not from an expert, but 
rather it was written by someone who has not established a reputa- 
tion as an expert in writing amulets that are effective for those who 
carry them. And he may neither go out with shiryon, nor with a 
kasda, nor with maggafayim. These terms will be explained in the 
Gemara. And if he went out into the public domain with any of 


these, he is not liable to bring a sin-offering. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 


GEMA the Sages prohibited going out with a 


spiked sandal on Shabbat? 


Shmuel said: They were those who eluded the decrees of religious 
persecution, and after one of the wars they were hiding in a cave. 
And those hiding said: One who seeks to enter the cave may enter, 
but one who seeks to leave the cave may not leave. One leaving has 
no way to determine whether or not the enemy is lying in wait 
outside the cave. Therefore, leaving could reveal the presence of 
those hiding in the cave. 


It happened that the sandal of one of them was reversed, the front 
of the sandal was in the back, and his footprints appeared like the 
steps of one leaving the cave. They thought that one of them left 
and feared that their enemies saw him and were now coming upon 
them to attack. In their panic, they pushed one another and killed 
one another in greater numbers than their enemies had killed 
among them. To commemorate this disaster that resulted from a 
spiked sandal, they prohibited going out into the public domain 
with it. 


Rabbi Elai ben Elazar says that the reason for the decree was dif- 
ferent. Once they were sitting in a cave and heard the sound of a 
spiked sandal atop the cave. They thought that their enemies had 
come upon them. They pushed one another and killed one an- 
other in greater numbers than their enemies had killed among 
them. 


Rami bar Yehezkel said that the reason for the decree was different. 
They were sitting in a synagogue and they heard the sound of a 
spiked sandal from behind the synagogue. They thought that their 
enemies had come upon them. They pushed one another, and 
killed one another in greater numbers than their enemies had 
killed among them. 


To commemorate that disaster which occurred due to a spiked 
sandal, at that time they said: A person may not go out with a 
spiked sandal.“ The Gemara asks: If so, on a weekday it should 
also be prohibited.’ The Gemara answers: When this incident 
occurred, it was on Shabbat. Therefore, they issued the decree 
prohibiting the spiked sandal specifically in parallel circumstances. 
The Gemara challenges: If so, on a Festival wearing a spiked sandal 
should be permitted. Why, then, did we learn in the same mishna: 


One may send garments as a gift on a Festival," whether they are 
sewn or whether they are not sewn, because any object fit for any 
use on a Festival may be sent as a gift. However, one may neither 
senda spiked sandal nor an unsewn shoe ona Festival, since using 
them is prohibited. Apparently, one may not wear a spiked sandal 
on a Festival. 


HALAKHA 


One may send garments as a gift on a Festival — od pnw ments that are not sewn, as long as they have some use on the 


sip oa: One may send gifts of clothing on a Festival, even gar- 


Festival itself (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 516:3). 
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The Gemara explains: What is the reason that The Sages prohibited 
wearing a spiked sandal on Shabbat? It is because there is an assem- 
blage of people. On a Festival too, there is an assemblage of people. 
The Gemara asks: On a communal fast day, there is an assemblage 
of people; wearing a spiked sandal should be prohibited then, as well. 
The Gemara answers: When this incident occurred, it was on a day 
when there was an assemblage of prohibition, i.e., a day on which 
performing labor is prohibited. Here, a fast day, is a day when there is 
an assemblage of permission, a day on which performing labor is 
permitted, and the two are not comparable. However, extending the 
scope of commemorative decrees to apply to comparable situations, 
e.g., from Shabbat to the Festivals, is acceptable. 


And this is true even according to the opinion of Rabbi Hanina ben 
Akiva, who said in the following case that a decree issued due to a 
specific set of circumstances is applied only to those specific circum- 
stances. The ashes of the red heifer were once transported across the 
Jordan River in a boat." A source of ritual impurity was discovered at 
the bottom of the boat. The Sages sought to issue a decree prohibiting 
transport of the ashes of the red heifer over any body of water, sea or 
river, over a bridge, or in a boat. Rabbi Hanina ben Akiva said that 
decrees that are issued due to a specific event apply only to precisely 
those circumstances. Therefore, he said: They only prohibited trans- 
porting the ashes ofa red heifer in the Jordan River and in a boat, and 
like the incident that occurred. However, even according to this ap- 
proach, which limits restriction, that applies only to the Jordan River 
and not to other rivers. This is because it is different from other riv- 
ers" in several respects, e.g., width and depth. However, a Festival and 
Shabbat are similar to one another, as it was taught in the mishna: 
The halakhic difference between a Festival and Shabbat is only with 
regard to preparation of food." 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The Sages taught that a spiked 
sandal is prohibited only when the nails were placed in the sandal to 
strengthen its form;® however, if they were placed in the sandal for 
beauty, it is permitted. The Gemara asks: And with how many nails 
is it considered to be for beauty? Rabbi Yohanan said: Five on this 
sandal and five on that one. And Rabbi Hanina said: Seven" on this 
one and seven on that one. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Rav Shemen bar Abba: I will explain it to 
you: According to my opinion, when inserting nails for beauty, two 
are inserted from here, its outer side, one near the toes and one near 
the heel, and two are inserted from there, its inner side, one near the 
toes and one near the heel, and one is inserted on its straps; and for 
Rabbi Hanina, three from here, and three from there, and one on 
its straps. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: For an uneven sandal, 
whose soles are not straight, one makes seven nails on the bottom to 
straighten it, and it is then permitted for use on Shabbat; that is the 
statement of Rabbi Natan. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permits 
straightening the sandal with thirteen nails. 


The Gemara notes: Granted, according to Rabbi Hanina, there is no 
problem, as he stated his opinion in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Natan. However, Rabbi Yohanan, in accordance with whose 
opinion did he state his opinion? Neither of the tanna’im agrees with 
his opinion. The Gemara answers: He stated his opinion in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehorai, as it was taught in a barai- 
ta that Rabbi Nehorai says: With five nails inserted into the sole, it is 
permitted to go out into the public domain on Shabbat; and with 
seven nails, it is prohibited to go out into the public domain on 
Shabbat. 


The Sage, Ifa, said to Rabba bar bar Hana: You, who are students of 
Rabbi Yohanan," act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan. We will act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Hanina. 


HALAKHA 


Transporting the ashes of the red heifer in a boat - 
7YODI NKUN ION nin: The ashes of the red heifer or 
the water ofa purification offering may not be transport- 
ed on any river. It is also prohibited to toss the ashes or 
the jug of water from one bank to the other. The halakha 
is not in accordance with the individual opinion of Rabbi 
Hanina ben Akiva. The Rabbis did not restrict the decree 
to a case with circumstances identical to the original 
incident (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma1o:2). 


NOTES 


The Jordan River because it is different from other 
rivers — DiW WW KHT TTY: Since the ashes of the 
red heifer are never moved outside the borders of Eretz 
Yisrael due to the decree of impurity on the land of the 
nations, all rivers in this context are rivers in Eretz Yisrael. 
The Jordan River is longer than all other water sources 
in Israel. 


The halakhic difference between a Festival and Shab- 
bat is only with regard to preparation of food — pa px 
aba wor dein Kb naw) atv ow: Despite the differences 
in several basic concepts, e.g., severity of punishment, 
there are no differences between Shabbat and a Festival 
with regard to the halakhot of prohibited labor other 
than the preparation of food. No other labor that is pro- 
hibited on Shabbat is permitted ab initio on a Festival 
(Rashi, Tosafot). 


Five...Seven, etc. — 3) yaw...wiant : Due to the con- 
figuration of the nails on a sandal, with one nail placed 
on the straps, all the numbers here are odd. When the 
Gemara said: Even eight is prohibited, it was only a fig- 
ure of speech. A sandal is never adorned with an even 
number of nails (Ramban). 


You, who are the students of Rabbi Yohanan - payg 
jan oan "mayn: Ifa meant that the halakhic ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, who 
was greater than Rabbi Yohanan. The disciples of Rabbi 
Yohanan, though, should observe the prohibition in ac- 
cordance with opinion of their teacher. Those who do 
not live in the place where Rabbi Yohanan is the halakhic 
authority may follow the accepted halakhic ruling (Rab- 
beinu Hananel). 


BACKGROUND 
Sandal -5p 


Remains of a standard sandal similar to those worn in the Talmudic era 
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NOTES 

The number of nails - a»wapia7t WDM: Since the decree pro- 
hibiting a spiked sandal was only enacted to commemorate 

an event in the past, in practice, the Sages permitted the use 

of several kinds of spiked sandals that were slightly different 
from those involved in the actual event. They suggested dif- 
ferent mnemonics for the different opinions. The one who 

permits a sandal with five nails used the mnemonic of the 

five books of Moses. The one who permits a sandal with sev- 
en nails used the mnemonic of the seven days of the week. 
An allusion to this opinion can be found in the verse: "And as 

are your days, so shall your strength be” (Deuteronomy 33:25). 
The allusion to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who per- 
mitted a total of twenty-four nails in a pair of sandals, with 

thirteen in one and eleven in the other, is from that which is 

stated: “And as nails [masmerot] well fastened” (Ecclesiastes 

12:11). Since the word is written with the letter sin, the Sages 

taught that it alludes to the priestly watches [mishmarot] of 
which there were twenty-four Jerusalem Talmud). 


BACKGROUND 
The entire sole in nails, so that contact with the ground 
will not wear it away - yop SIA Nw np toa b3 
inboi: 


Sole of a sandal spiked with nails so that the earth will not eat away at it 


HALAKHA =——¥——___- 
Aman may not go out with a spiked sandal — uxt xy? x 
want Saya: One may not go out on Shabbat wearing a 
spiked sandal when the nails are designed to strengthen the 
sandal. Some authorities ruled that if the nails are decorative, 
it is permitted (Maggid Mishne). This matter is not discussed 
by the halakhic authorities because it is not common prac- 
tice to adorn sandals with nails. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina. Similarly, one may not go 
out wearing spiked sandals even on a Festival due to a rab- 
binic decree (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:2). 


LANGUAGE 
Tongs [kelavus] - pia: From the Latin clavus, meaning 
nail (Musaf HaArukh). 


Platter [tas] - DY: From the Persian tast, which was adopted 
by various Semitic languages. 
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Rav Huna raised a dilemma before Rav Ashi: With a sandal that 
has five nails inserted into the sole, what is the halakha with re- 
gard to going out into the public domain?" He said to him: Even 
with seven nails it is permitted. He asked further: With nine, 
what is the halakha? He said to him: Even with eight it is pro- 
hibited. 


That shoemaker raised a dilemma before Rabbi Ami: If one 
sewed the sole and attached it to the sandal from within, what is 
the halakha? May he go out into the public domain after inserting 
nails into it? Rabbi Ami said to him: It is permitted, and I do not 
know the reason. 


Rav Ashi said: And does the Master not know the reason? It is 
obvious. Since he sewed it from within, it is no longer a sandal, 
it is a shoe. With regard to a sandal, the Sages issued a decree; 
with regard to a shoe, the Sages did not issue a decree. 


Rabbi Abba bar Zavda raised a dilemma before Rabbi Abba bar 
Avina: If he shaped the nail like tongs [kelavus]' by bending a 
nail with two sharp ends and sticking both ends into the sandal, 
what is the halakha? May he go out into the public domain with 
it on Shabbat? He said to him: It is permitted. It was also stated 
that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: Ifhe shaped it like 
tongs it is permitted. 


Rav Sheshet said: If he covered the entire sole in nails, so that 
contact with the ground will not wear it away,’ it is permitted to 
go out with that sandal on Shabbat, since it is no longer the spiked 
sandal with regard to which they issued a decree. 


It was taught in the Tosefta in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Sheshet: A man may not go out with a spiked sandal," and 
may not walk with it even from house to house within his court- 
yard, and may not even walk from bed to bed within his house. 
However, since the decree was issued with regard to circum- 
stances identical to a specific incident, it only applies to wearing 
the sandal. Therefore, one may carry the sandal to cover a vessel 
with it and to support the legs of the bed with it. And Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, prohibits using it for other pur- 
poses as well. If most ofits nails fell out, and four or five remain 
in it, it is permitted to go out with it. And Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi permits going out into the public domain with the sandal, 
even if up to seven nails remain in it. If he covered it with leath- 
er from beneath the wood frame of the sandal and inserted nails 
into it from above, it is permitted. Ifhe made the nail like a tong, 
or made one end flat like a platter [tas], or sharpened it like a 
peg, or covered it entirely with nails so that contact with the 
ground will not wear it away, it is permitted to go out with it. 


The Gemara analyzes the Tosefta cited in support of Rav Sheshet'’s 
opinion. This Tosefta itself is difficult, as it is self-contradictory. 
On the one hand you said: If most of its nails fell out it is permit- 
ted; apparently, that is the halakha even though many nails re- 
main in the sole. And, however, subsequently it was taught in 
the Tosefta, without specifying the number of nails that were there 
from the outset: With four or five nails, yes, going out is permit- 
ted; however, with more nails, no, it is prohibited. 


Rav Sheshet said: This is not difficult, and it can be resolved as 
follows: Here, where it was permitted to go out wearing the sandal 
if the majority of nails fell out, it is referring to a case where they 
were broken, i.e., the heads of the nails were broken off while 
most of the nail remained embedded in the sole. In that case, it is 
clearly evident that most of the nails fell out. Here, where it was 
permitted only if four or five nails remain, it is referring to a case 
where they were totally removed and only the nails that remain 
in the shoe are visible. 
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The Gemara continues its detailed analysis of the Tosefta: It was 
taught that if most of the nails in the sandal came out and only four 
or five nails remain, it is permitted to go out wearing it. The Ge- 
mara asks: Now, if it was mentioned that when five nails remain, 
going out is permitted, is it necessary to mention four? Rav Hisda 
said that the Tosefta means: If four nails remain from the nails in a 
small sandal, and if five nails remain from the nails in a large sandal, 
going out is permitted. 


It was taught in the Tosefta: And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permits up 
to seven. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that for a 
sandal with an uneven sole, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permits up to 
thirteen? The Gemara answers: An uneven sole is different. Since 
the nails are inserted for the purpose of straightening the sole, it does 
not have the legal status of a spiked sandal. 


The Gemara notes: Now that you have arrived at this new explana- 
tion that a sandal with an uneven sole has a different legal status, for 
Rabbi Yohanan, who stated, contrary to the opinions of the tanna’im 
in this baraita, that the number of nails permitted in each sandal is 
five, this baraita is also not difficult. He could explain that a sandal 
with an uneven sole is different and requires additional nails. How- 
ever, in the case ofa sandal with an even sole, even the other tanna’im 
would not permit that many. 


Rav Mattana said, and some say Rav Ahadvoi bar Mattana said 
that Rav Mattana said: The halakha is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who completely 
prohibited moving a spiked sandal. The Gemara asks: That is obvi- 
ous. Isn't there a halakhic principle that in a dispute between an 
individual and the many, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the many? The Gemara answers: Lest you say that the 
rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, is 
more reasonable’ in this case, and therefore the halakha should be 
ruled in accordance with his opinion. Rav Mattana teaches us that 
that is not the halakha. 


Rabbi Hiyya said: If not for the fact that they would call me: Bab- 
ylonian who permits prohibitions, I would permit the insertion 

of many nails into a spiked sandal. The Gemara asks: And how many 
nails would he have permitted? In Pumbedita they said: Twenty- 
four nails. In Sura they said: Twenty-two. Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak said: And this is your mnemonic to remember which opin- 
ion was stated in Sura and which opinion was stated in Pumbedita: 
Until Rabbi Hiyya came from Pumbedita to Sura he lost two nails 

from his shoe. Since the route that Rabbi Hiyya took from Pumbed- 
ita to Eretz Yisrael passed through Sura, one could say: Due to the 

rigors of the journey, two nails fell from the sandal of Rabbi Hiyya 

between Pumbedita and Sura. 


It was taught in the mishna: And he may not go out with a single 
sandal when there is no wound on his foot." 


By inference: If there is a wound on his foot, he may go out with 
one sandal. In that case, with a sandal on which of his feet does he 
go out?" Rav Huna said: With a sandal on the foot that has awound 
on it. Apparently, he holds: A sandal is made for the purpose of 
avoiding pain. Typically, a person wears sandals only in order to 
avoid the pain of walking on stones and the like. When he is seen 
with only one sandal, it is clear that he is oblivious to that pain and 
the only reason that he is wearing the sandal is due to the wound on 
his foot. Consequently, no one will suspect that he went out wearing 
two sandals and that if he is wearing one, he must be carrying the 
other one. 


BACKGROUND 

The rationale is reasonable, etc. — 15) Navy Kamp: Even 

though there are set principles for arriving at a halakhic rul- 
ing, there is room to deviate from these principles in exigent 
circumstances. One of the significant reasons for doing so is 

when the rationale of one Sage is reasonable. In that case, 
the halakha could be ruled in accordance with the opinion 

of an individual in a dispute with the majority or the opinion 

of a student in a dispute with his teacher. 


NOTES 
And he may not go out with a single sandal when there 
is no wound on his foot - ma tara paw pata Prva xy: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that it is prohibited 
to go out with a single sandal because those who see one 
wearing a single sandal might suspect that he is carrying 
the second sandal under his armpit. 


HALAKHA 


With a sandal on which of his feet does he go out — x12 
922 17912: One who has a wound on one foot may go 
out with a single sandal on the healthy foot, in accordance 
with the opinion of Hiyya bar Ray, the plain understanding 
of Rabbi Yohanan’s statement, and the discussion in the Ge- 
mara (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:7). 
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NOTES 


The incident of Rabbi Yohanan and the sandal - mwya 


i 


olicity that Rabbi Yohanan is of the opinie that the 


single sandal is worn on the wounded foot. In addition, 


Rabbi Shemen bar Abba gave him the right sandal first 
because he holds in accordance with the baraita that the 
right always takes precedence. 


He puts on the right shoe — m3? bw byin: The Meiri 
writes that all actions of Torah scholars are directed to 
one ultimate purpose. Even when they are dealing with 


their bodily needs, their heart is directed toward Heaven. 


When they put on their shoes, they put on the right one 
first to evoke the idea that, in all matters, one should give 
preference to the right. One walking on the right should 
be treated with deference. 


HALAKHA 
How does he conduct himself, he puts on his right 
shoe, etc. — 131 mI OD Way 297: One puts on the 
right shoe first and does not tie it. Then he puts on his 
left shoe and ties it. Then he ties his right shoe (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2:4). 


When he removes, etc. -^31 ybi xma: When remov- 


ing his shoes, one removes the left one first, as per the 
baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2:5). 


When one washes, etc. — 131 ypia xima: When 
washing hands, one washes the right hand first. If one 
is washing his entire body, he should begin by washing 
his head (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4:10). 
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And Hiyya bar Rav said: He goes out with a sandal on the foot 
that does not have a wound on it. Apparently, he holds that the 
sandal is made for the purpose of providing comfort, and he 
wears it on his healthy foot. And it does not arouse suspicion be- 
cause, with regard to that foot on which there is a wound, its 
wound indicates that he is unable to wear a sandal on that foot, 
and it is clear that he left the other sandal at home. 


The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Yohanan also holds that the 
opinion of Rav Huna, which maintains that one only wears sandals 
to avoid pain, is correct. As Rabbi Yohanan said to Rav Shemen 
bar Abba, his attendant: Give me my sandal. He gave him the 
right sandal. He said to him: You have rendered this foot as one 
with a wound." In Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion, one must always put 
on his left shoe first. One who puts on the right shoe first is no 
longer permitted to put on the left shoe. By handing him his right 
sandal, he is forcing Rabbi Yohanan to go out with one sandal, 
leading onlookers to conclude that he has a wound on that foot. 
That incident corresponds to Rav Huna’s opinion that one wears 
the sandal on the wounded foot. 


The Gemara rejects this: And perhaps, he holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Hiyya bar Rav, which maintains that one wears 
the sandal on the healthy foot, and he is saying as follows: By 
handing me my right shoe, you have rendered my left foot, on 
which I have no shoe, as one with a wound. No proof can be cited 
from that incident, as Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion cannot be ascer- 
tained from the exchange with his attendant. 


And Rabbi Yohanan follows his regular line of reasoning. As 
Rabbi Yohanan said: Just as one dons phylacteries, so too, one 
puts on shoes. Just as phylacteries are placed on the left arm, so 
too, when putting on shoes one begins with the left foot. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion from 
a baraita: When one puts on his shoes, he puts on the right shoe" 
first and afterward puts on the left shoe. 


Rav Yosef said: Now that it was taught in a baraita in this manner, 
and Rabbi Yohanan stated the halakha in that manner, one who 
acted this way acted properly, and one who acted that way acted 
properly, as each custom has a basis. 


Abaye said to him: Why is the Gemara certain that Rabbi Yohanan 
disagrees with the baraita? Perhaps Rabbi Yohanan had not heard 
this baraita, and had he heard it, he would have retracted his 
opinion. And even ifhe heard it, perhaps he heard it and held that 
the halakha is not in accordance with that mishna. In any case, 
it is necessary to rule in accordance with one of the opinions. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: And one who fears Heaven ful- 
fills both opinions. And who is this God-fearing person? Mar, son 

of Rabbana. How does he conduct himself? He puts on his right 

shoe" and does not tie the laces. And then he puts on his left shoe 

and ties it, and then afterward ties the laces of his right shoe. Rav 
Ashi said: I saw that Rav Kahana was not particular with regard 

to the order in which he put on his shoes. 


After citing this excerpt from Hilkhot Derekh Eretz with regard to 
putting on shoes, the Gemara cites the entire matter. The Sages 
taught: When one puts on his shoes, he puts on the right shoe 
first and afterward puts on the left shoe because the right always 
takes precedence. When he removes" them, he removes the left 
and afterward he removes the right, so that the right shoe will 
remain on the foot longer. 


When one washes" his feet, he washes the right first and after- 
ward he washes the left. And one who wishes to spread oil on 
his feet spreads oil on the right first and afterward spreads oil on 
the left. And one who wishes to spread oil on his entire body, 
spreads oil on his head first because it is the king of all his other 
limbs. 
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We learned in the mishna: And he may neither go out with 

phylacteries." Rav Safra said: Do not say that this halakha is only 
in accordance with the opinion of the one who said that Shabbat 

is not an appropriate time to don phylacteries, i.e. it is prohibited 

to don phylacteries on Shabbat, and that is the reason that one may 
not go out into the public domain with them. Rather, even accord- 
ing to the one who said that Shabbat is an appropriate time to don 

phylacteries,’ he may not go out with them due to the concern lest 

he come to carry them in his hand in the public domain,’ which 

is prohibited by Torah law. 


And some teach the statement of Rav Safra as referring to the latter 
clause of the mishna: And if he went out into the public domain 
with phylacteries he is not liable to bring a sin-offering. Rav Safra 
said: Do not say that this halakha is only according to the opinion 
of the one who said that Shabbat is an appropriate time to don 
phylacteries, and therefore he does not violate a Torah prohibition 
by going out into the public domain with phylacteries and is not 
liable to bring a sin-offering. Rather, even according to the opinion 
of one who said that Shabbat is not an appropriate time to don 
phylacteries," he is not liable to bring a sin- offering. What is the 
reason that he is exempt? Donning phylacteries is performed in 
the manner of wearing a garment or an ornament. Although one 
may not use phylacteries on Shabbat, there is no Torah prohibition 
against moving them. 


We learned in the mishna: Nor with an amulet’ when it is not from 
an expert." Rav Pappa said: Do not say that the meaning of the 
mishna is that one may only go out with an amulet if the person 
who wrote it is an expert and the amulet has proven effective. 
Rather, if the person who wrote it is an expert, even though the 
amulet has not proven effective, he may go out with it. 


The Gemara comments: The language of the mishna is also precise, 
as it teaches: Nor with an amulet when it is not from an expert, 
and it does not teach: When the amulet is not effective. Appar- 
ently, it is sufficient if the writer of the amulet is an expert, even if 
the effectiveness of the amulet has not been proven. The Gemara 
comments: Indeed, learn from it. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: What is an effective amulet? It is 
any amulet that healed one person once, and healed him again, and 
healed him a third time. That is the criterion for an effective amulet, 
and it applies to both a written amulet and an amulet of herbal 
roots; both if it has proven effective in healing a sick person who 
is dangerously ill, and if it has proven effective in healing a sick 
person who is not dangerously ill. It is permitted to go out with 
these types of amulets on Shabbat. 


And an amulet was not only permitted in a case where one has al- 
ready fallen due to epilepsy and wears the amulet in order to prevent 
an additional fall. Rather, even if one has never fallen, and he wears 
the amulet so that he will not contract the illness and fall, he is 
permitted to go out with it on Shabbat is permitted. 


And he may tie and untie it" even in the public domain," as long 
as he does not tie it 


© NOTES — 


—————__ HALAKHA 

And he may neither go out with phylacteries — pyona xr: 

One may not go out into the public domain donning phy- 
lacteries on Shabbat. One who does so is not liable to bring 

a sin-offering, in accordance with both versions of the state- 
ments of Rabbi Safra (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 19:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:7). 


Donning phylacteries on Shabbat - nawa pan DI: 
The halakha is that Shabbat is not an appropriate time to 
don phylacteries, and it is prohibited to don phylacteries 
on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 4:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 31:1). 


Nor with an amulet when it is not from an expert — x) 
ARA mita] ix vara ypa: It is permitted to go out on 
Shabbat wearing an amulet in a case where either it has 
proved effective or because the one who wrote it has a 
reputation for writing effective amulets. It is permitted to go 
out with an amulet of that sort to the public domain even if 
one is not ill but merely concerned that he might become ill, 
as per the Josefta (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
19:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:25). 


_ BACKGROUND Ž 
Amulet - y»: 


leather pouch for a written amulet or an amulet of herbs 


Time to don phylacteries — pyan yar: There is a tannaitic 
dispute whether the mitzva of phylacteries is a time-bound 
mitzva and one does not don phylacteries on Shabbat and 
Festivals, or whether it is not a time-bound mitzva and one 
dons phylacteries at all times, even at night. The crux of the 
dispute is the interpretation of the phrase: Miyamim yamima, 
which is written with regard to phylacteries (Exodus 13:10). The 
question is whether the verse should be understood based 
on the common interpretation of the word yom, i.e., that the 
mitzva applies only during the day, or whether, in this context, 
miyamim yamima means from year to year (Rashi). 


Lest he come to carry them in his hand in the public domain — 
pai mwa max bald xb: In the standard version of the 
text, the rationale for prohibiting going out with phylacteries 
on Shabbat, that perhaps the strap will be severed, does not 
appear. Rather, the prohibition is established because there 
are places where it is prohibited to don phylacteries, and one 
will be required to remove them. The concern is that he will 
forget that he has them in his hand and come to carry them 
on Shabbat (Rashba). 


And he may tie and untie it — “331 Wip): It is prohibited to tie 
or untie objects other than amulets in the public domain due to 


concern that one might tie the object carelessly and hold it in 
his hand. However, since the wearer of an amulet is concerned 
about his health, he will be certain to tie it well (Meiri). 


Going out with an amulet on Shabbat - nawa wpa MMY: 
Several commentaries asked: Why didn't the Sages prohibit 
amulets on Shabbat the same way that they prohibited other 
medicinal remedies? The answer is that medicine is prohibited 
due to the concern lest one come to grind herbs. However, 
since amulets are prepared exclusively by experts, there is no 
concern that a person will come to desecrate Shabbat in their 
preparation (Meiri). 
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Perek VI 
Daf 61 Amudb 


NOTES 

Effective amulet — Anaya yap: According to Rashi 
(and see Josafot), this term refers to the formula writ- 
ten in the amulet that proved effective and would be 
effective regardless of who writes it. However, most 
commentaries explain that it is limited to a particular 
amulet that proved effective and not to the formula 
written in it. 


One may not rescue them...and they burn in their 
place — pipaa ost... pr: Some commen- 
taries explain that the phrases: One may not rescue, 
and: They burn in their place, are not repetitive. 
Rather, the phrase: One may not rescue, refers to 
Shabbat, i.e., one may not desecrate Shabbat to res- 
cue the amulets. The phrase: They burn in their place, 
means that even on a weekday one is not required 
to exert himself to rescue them. If they burn, so be 
it (Adderet Eliyahu). 


HALAKHA 
The fortune of that sick man, etc. — W133 X17 xin: 
Writing three effective amulets for one person ren- 
ders neither the writer nor the amulets themselves 
effective. In cases of unresolved dilemmas, the ruling 
is stringent (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
19:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:25). 


Was written on the handles of the vessels, etc. — 
na oan nit by sans myn: If the name of God was 
written on the handle of a vessel, one must remove 
the part where the name is written and bury it (Ram- 
bam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 6:6). 
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to a bracelet or a ring and go out with it into the public domain. 
The reason for the prohibition is due to the appearance of transgres- 
sion, as, in that case, it appears that he is wearing the amulet strictly 
for ornamental purposes, which is prohibited. 


With regard to the definition of an effective amulet as one which 
healed one person three times, the Gemara raises an objection. 
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Which is an effective amulet;" any 
amulet that healed three people as one? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This, where it was taught 
in the baraita that the amulet must have healed three different peo- 
ple, is referring to proving the expertise of the man who wrote it. 
Once his amulets have proven themselves by healing three different 
people stricken with different illnesses, clearly the one who wrote 

them is an expert. That, where it was taught in the Tosefta that even 

if the amulet healed one person three times, is referring to proving 

that the amulet is effective in fulfilling its designated purpose. 


Rav Pappa said: It is obvious to me in a case where three amulets 
were written for three people and effectively healed each three 
times that both the man who wrote them is proven an expert and 
the amulet is proven effective. Likewise, it is obvious to me that in 
the case of one who writes three amulets for three people and 
healed each one time, the man is proven to be an expert; however, 
the amulet is not proven effective. Similarly, if one wrote one 
amulet for three people and it healed them, the amulet is proven 
effective, while the man who wrote it is not thereby proven an 
expert. 


Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: Three amulets for one person, what 
is the status of the amulet and the one who wrote it in that case? The 
amulet is certainly not proven effective; however, with regard to 
the man who wrote it, is he proven an expert or is he not proven 
an expert? This is the dilemma: Do we say that the person is an 
expert since the amulet that he wrote healed the person who was 
ill? Or, perhaps we say that it was the fortune of that sick man" 
who received the influence of the writing of the amulet, but a dif- 
ferent person would not be healed? The Gemara concludes: Let this 
dilemma stand unresolved. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do amulets have an ele- 
ment of sanctity, or perhaps they have no element of sanctity? 
The Gemara asks: With regard to what halakha is this dilemma 
relevant? If you say it is relevant with regard to rescuing them from 
fire on Shabbat, there is a clear resolution to the dilemma. Come 
and hear what was taught: The blessings and the amulets, even 
though there are letters of holy names and many matters that are 
in the Torah written in them, one may not rescue them from the 
fire, and they burn in their place." 


Rather, the dilemma is relevant with regard to the matter of inter- 
ment of sacred documents. Must an amulet no longer in use be 
buried, or may it be discarded? However, with regard to the matter 
of interment as well, come and hear a resolution from what was 
taught: If one of the names of God was written even on the handles 
of the vessels" and even on legs of the bed, he must cut off the 
name and bury it, as one must be exacting with regard to the name 
of God, wherever it is written. 


Rather, the dilemma was raised with regard to whether or not it is 
permitted to enter the bathroom with them. What is the halakha? 
Do they have sanctity, and it is therefore prohibited? Or, perhaps 
they have no sanctity, and it is permitted? Come and hear a reso- 
lution from that which we learned in our mishna: Nor with an 
amulet, when it is not from an expert. By inference: If it is from 
an expert, he may go out with it. 
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And, if you say that amulets have an element of sanctity, at times 
he will need to go to the bathroom, will be required to remove the 
amulets, forget that he removed them, and come to carry them four 
cubits in the public domain. Since the mishna did not address 
these complications, apparently amulets do not have an element of 
sanctity in that regard and one may enter the bathroom with them. 
The Gemara rejects this: With what we are dealing here? With an 
amulet made of herbal roots that certainly has no sanctity. 


The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: This is the case with 
regard to both a written amulet and an amulet of herbal roots, 
indicating that their halakhot are equal? Rather, with what we are 
dealing here? With a person who is dangerously ill. Because of 
the life-threatening situation, he is permitted to enter the bathroom 
with his amulet, despite the resulting degradation of the Holy Name. 
Wasn't it taught in the same baraita that the halakha applies to both 
a sick person who is dangerously ill and a sick person who is not 
dangerously ill, indicating that they share the same status in this 
regard? 


Rather, since the amulet heals, even though he holds it in his 
hand, he may well go out with it too. In terms of healing, there is 
no difference whether the amulet is hanging around his neck or 
whether it is in his hand; just as they permitted him to wear it around 
his neck on Shabbat, so too they permitted him to carry it in his 
hand. 


But wasn’tit taught in a baraita that Rabbi Oshaya says with regard 
to an amulet: As long as he does not hold it in his hand and carry 
it four cubits in the public domain? Apparently, even with regard 
to an amulet, there is a distinction between wearing it and carrying 
it. 


Rather, with what are we dealing here? With an amulet that is 
covered in leather." Since the writing itself is covered, the name of 
God is not degraded when the amulet is brought into the bathroom 
with him. 


The Gemara objects. There is writing on the scrolls of phylacteries, 
which is covered in the leather of boxes housing the scrolls, and 
nevertheless it was taught in a baraita: One who enters a bathroom 
while wearing phylacteries must remove the phylacteries" at a 
distance of four cubits and only then enter. There is no halakhic 
difference whether or not the writing is covered. 


The Gemara rejects this: There, with regard to phylacteries, the 
prohibition to enter the bathroom is not due to the sacred writing 
on the scrolls inside the phylacteries. Rather, it is due to the letter 
shin that protrudes from the leather of the boxes housing the scroll 
in the phylacteries of the head, as Abaye said: The source of the 
requirement of the shin of the phylacteries" is a halakha transmit- 
ted to Moses from Sinai. It is required by Torah law. And, Abaye 
said: The knot in the shape of the letter dalet in the straps of the 
phylacteries of the head is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai. And, Abaye said: The letter yod of the phylacteries is a ha- 
lakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. It is due to those letters 
that one must safeguard the sanctity of the phylacteries and refrain 
from taking them into the bathroom. 


We learned in the mishna: And he may neither go out with shiryon, 
nor with a kasda, nor with maggafayim. These terms were not 
understood, and therefore the Gemara explains them: 


HALAKHA 


With an amulet that is covered in leather — iy namna: It 
is permitted to enter a bathroom with an amulet in which 

names of God are written only if it is covered in leather (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 10:5; 

Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 282:6). 


One who enters a bathroom must remove the phylacter- 
ies, etc. -^91 pyan yin span may Da: One who wishes 
to enter the bathroom to relieve himself, or even not to 
relieve himself (Rema), must remove his phylacteries at a 
distance of four cubits from the bathroom (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:17; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 43:5). 


The shin of the phylacteries — prondw pw: Itis a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from a that one must emboss a 
letter shin on the box of the phylacteries of the head. If there 
is no shin, the phylacteries are invalid (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:42). 
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BACKGROUND 
Coat of mail - iw: 


Display of Roman-style armor 


Kasda - xp: 


Helmet of a Roman soldier 


Leg armor - 05312: 


Metal leg armor of a Roman soldier 
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Coat of mail [zerada] - 


xT: This is the form of the word in 


Shiryon is a coat of mail [zerada], armor made of scales. 
Kasda:" Rav said that it is a leather hat [sanvarta]' worn under 
a metal helmet. Maggafayim: Rav said they are leg armor’ worn 
beneath the knee. 


MI SHN A“ woman may neither go out to the 


public domain with a perforated 
needle," i.e., a standard needle with an eye, nor with a ring that 
has a seal on it, nor with a kulyar,' nor with a kovelet, the 
identity of which will be discussed in the Gemara, nor with a 
flask of balsam oil. 


And if she did go out into the public domain, she is liable to 
bring a sin-offering; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir, who 
holds that in doing so she violated the Torah prohibition of 
carrying a burden in the public domain on Shabbat. And the 
Rabbis exempt one who goes out on Shabbat with a kovelet 
and with a flask of balsam oil. In their opinion, these are orna- 
ments, and therefore they do not fundamentally violate the 
Torah prohibition of carrying in the public domain on Shabbat. 


C E M A RA With regard to that which we learned in 


the mishna that a woman may not go 
out on Shabbat with a ring that has a seal, and by inference that 
she may go out with a ring without a seal, Ulla said: And the 
reverse of these halakhot is true with regard to a man."" A man 
who wears a ring with a seal in the public domain is exempt. 
However, if he wears a ring without a seal, he is liable to bring a 
sin-offering as itis not considered an ornament for a man. Based 
on that statement, the Gemara concludes: Apparently, Ulla 
holds that every object that is suitable for a man is not suit- 
able for a woman, and an object that is suitable for a woman 
is not suitable for a man. 


LANGUAGE 
Leather hat [sanvarta] - KANY: From the Old Persian sara- 


Middle Iranian. In Avestan, it is zra6a; in Middle Persian, zréh 
means armor. 


Kasda — xpp: From the Latin cassis, genitive cassidis, meaning 
metal helmet used in war. However, the Hebrew word is an 
abbreviation of the Greek kaootStov, kassidion. Due to its Greek- 
Roman origins, it was not understood in Babylonia. 


A woman with a needle — vmna nwy: Rav Hai Gaon, based 
on the Jerusalem Talmud, explained that this phrase refers to a 
woman who weaves and embroiders professionally. Therefore, 
when she carries a needle on Shabbat, she is an artisan plying 
her trade. 


And the reverse of these halakhot is true with regard to a 
man - Wx atom: In general, the women's ornaments men- 
tioned in the previous mishnayot are not at all suitable for men. 
Therefore, there would be no point to mention the halakha 
with regard to a man. However, with regard to a ring, one might 


A woman may neither go out with a perforated needle, etc. — 
ADAPTO TON KEN x: Itis prohibited for a woman to go 

out on Shabbat with a perforated needle or with a ring that has 

a seal. If she went out into the public domain on Shabbat, she is 

liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:4-5; Shulhan 

Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:9). 


And the reverse of these halakhot is true with regard to a 
man - wya pam: It is prohibited for a man to go out on 
Shabbat with a needle stuck into his clothing whether or not it 
is perforated. If he went out with a perforated needle, he is li- 
able. If it was not perforated, he is exempt. Some commentaries 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


varti, meaning head covering. The word appears in Manichaean 
Middle Persian as sarvar. 


Brooch [kulyar] - ahaa: Apparently, the correct reading is kov- 
liar from the Greek KoyÀsápiov, kokhlearion, an object shaped 
like a spring, a circle in the shape of a snail, or round ornament. 


assume that the expression: A woman may not go out, was 
employed only because it reflects the reality that women typi- 
cally wear rings, but it was not intended to exclude men. Indeed, 
the difficulty raised from the baraita's statement: And not with 
regard to the shepherds alone did the Sages say that they are 
permitted to go out in sacks on Shabbat; rather, any person 
may do so, indicates that one should not draw inferences from 
expressions that merely reflect a common reality. Therefore, the 
Gemara concludes: Women are a people unto themselves. Men 
do not wear women’s ornaments. 


ruled the opposite: He is exempt if he goes out with a perforated 
needle, and he is liable if he goes out with an unperforated 
needle. Similarly, it is prohibited for a man to go out wearing a 
ring without a seal. If he did so he is liable. Some authorities rule 
that it is prohibited to go out wearing a ring with a seal (Rashi). 
Some authorities permit doing so even ab intitio (Rambam; Rab- 
beinu Tam based on the Jerusalem Talmud; Rabbeinu Zerahia 
HaLevi; Rosh). Even according to Rashi, one who went out with 
a ring with a seal is exempt, in accordance with the statement 
of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:8-9). 
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Rav Yosef raised an objection from the Tosefta: Shepherds may go out on 
Shabbat in garments made of sacks." And not with regard to the shepherds 
alone did the Sages say that they are permitted to go out in sacks on Shab- 
bat; rather, any person may do so. However, the Sages taught the halakha 
with regard to shepherds because it is the standard practice of shepherds 
to go out in sacks. Apparently, although a sack is not a typical garment for 
most people, it is permitted even for one who is not a shepherd and would 
not generally wear it. Based on the same principle, although men do not 
generally wear women’s ornaments and women do not generally wear men’s 
ornaments, since occasionally a man might wear an ornament belonging to 
a woman or vice versa, each should be permitted to go out into the public 
domain with the ornament of the other. 


Rather, Rav Yosef said: Ulla holds that women are a people unto them- 
selves. The difference between the standard practice of men and women is 

greater than the difference between the standard practice of practitioners 

of different professions. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Yosef’s statement from the Tosefta: One 
who finds phylacteries™ outside of the city on Shabbat should don them 
and bring them into the city one pair at a time. This applies to both aman 
and a woman. And if you say that women are a people unto themselves, 
isn’t the mitzva to don phylacteries a time-bound, positive mitzva, as there 
are times when the mitzva to don phylacteries is not in effect? And the fol- 
lowing is a halakhic principle: Women are exempt from every time-bound, 
positive mitzva. If, in fact, the clothing and ornaments of a man are not 
suitable for a woman under any circumstances, why is a woman permitted 
to don the phylacteries and bring them into the city on Shabbat? Shouldn’t 
that be considered a prohibited act of carrying? 


The Gemara answers: There, with regard to phylacteries, Rabbi Meir holds 
that night is an appropriate time to don phylacteries, and Shabbat and 
Festivals are similarly an appropriate time to don phylacteries. Conse- 
quently, the mitzva of phylacteries is a positive mitzva that is not time 
bound; and in every positive mitzva that is not time bound, women are 
obligated. Therefore, women are permitted to don the phylacteries and 
bring them into the city. 


With regard to Rabbi Meir’s ruling in the mishna that a woman is liable by 
Torah law if she goes out into the public domain wearing a ring with a seal, 
the Gemara asks: Isn’t it considered carrying out in a backhanded 
manner?" A ring with a seal is not an ornament for a woman; it is an object 
like any other. One typically carries objects holding them in his hand. Wear- 
ing an object around one’s finger is atypical. There is no Torah prohibition 
violated when a labor is performed in an atypical manner. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said that we are dealing in the mishna with a woman who 
is a treasurer for charity. A woman with that occupation typically wears a 
ring with a seal on her finger in order to perform her job. She does not, 
though, wear it as an ornament. Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: You answered and explained why, in the case of awoman, 
she would be liable to bring a sin-offering. However, in the case of a man 
who wore a ring without a seal, what is there to say? Why should he be 
liable? 


Rather, Rava said that there is a different reason: Sometimes a person 
gives his wife a ring that has a seal on it" to take it to his house and place 
it in a box for safekeeping, and, in order to ensure that she does not lose 
the ring, the woman places it in on her hand, i.e., on her finger, until she 
reaches the box. And, likewise, sometimes a woman gives her husband 
a ring that does not have a seal on it to take it to a craftsman to repair it, 
and the husband places it on his hand, i.e., on his finger, until he reaches 
the craftsman. The purpose of wearing these rings is not for ornamentation. 
Nevertheless, it is considered a typical manner of carrying them. 


We learned in the mishna: Nor with a kulyar, nor with a kovelet." The 
Gemara asks: What is a kulyar? Rav said: A brooch with which a woman 
fastens the collar of her garment. Kovelet: Rav said that it is a bundle of 
fragrant herbs [pilon].' And, similarly, Rav Asi said: A bundle of fragrant 
herbs. 


HALAKHA 


May go out on Shabbat in garments made of 
sacks — }*pWa xxi»: It is permitted to go out 
on Shabbat in sackcloth or in shepherd's clothes, 
whether to protect oneself from rain or as a gar- 
ment (Rosh), as per the Tosefta (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 301:21). 


One who finds phylacteries — pron xxii: One 
who finds phylacteries on Shabbat in circum- 
stances not in keeping with their sanctity should 
don one pair at a time and bring them inside. If 
a woman finds the phylacteries, some authori- 
ties rule that it is prohibited for her to bring the 
phylacteries inside in that manner and if she does 
so she is liable to bring a sin-offering (Magen Avra- 
ham). Others permit her to do so. This is apparently 
subject to dispute between the early commentar- 
ies (Ra'avad and Rashba). The lenient opinion is 
based on the opinion that women are obligated 
in the mitzva of phylacteries, an opinion that was 
rejected (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
19:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:42). 


Sometimes a person gives his wife a ring that 
has a seal on it, etc. - inwy a DTN Dya 
^d opin pw wy nyw: If a woman wore a ring 
with a seal or a man wore a ring without a seal 
for the purpose of carrying it on Shabbat, they 
are liable. Because, at times, one carries a ring by 
placing it on his finger, that is considered a typical 
act of carrying (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:3). 


Nor with a kulyar nor with a kovelet - awa x) 
nbaiza xd): A woman may not go out on Shabbat 
with a brooch designed to fasten the opening of 
a cloak if she is not wearing the brooch for that 
purpose. Similarly, a woman may not go out with 
a kovelet, a bundle of fragrant herbs. If she did, she 
is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, in accor- 
dance with the statement of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 303:1). 


NOTES 
One who finds phylacteries - pran xxii: In 
tractate Firuvin, this halakha is extensively detailed 
and myriad possibilities to resolve this situation are 
discussed. The fundamental premise of the ha- 
lakha is that if one encounters a pile of phylacteries 
lying in a place where they are exposed to poten- 
tial damage, he may not move them despite the 
fact that there is a need to move the phylacteries 
into the city in deference to God and His mitzvot. 
The sanctity of the phylacteries is not a factor ca- 
pable of overriding a Torah prohibition on Shabbat. 


Carrying out in a backhanded manner - aK¥iT 
T? nyha: Clearly, ornamental rings are typically 
worn on the fingers of one’s hand. However, if a 
ring is deemed a burden, one might think the way 
in which it is typically carried is then different from 
the way in which an ornamental ring is worn on 
one's finger. Therefore, the Gemara concludes that 
wearing a ring on one's finger is the typical act of 
carrying a ring, even when the ring's purpose is 
not ornamental. 


LANGUAGE 

Fragrant herbs [pilon] - idea: Some earlier com- 
mentaries interpreted pilon as the Aramaic pila, 
meaning mixture. However, it is apparently from 
the Greek pdMov, phyllon, meaning leaf, as in 
uaraBba8pov pňov, malabathrou phyllon. 
Malabathrum is ointment made from leaves of 
Cinnamonum malabathrum (Musaf HaArukh). 
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NOTES 
en he was addressing the statement of 


Rabbi Meir — YNA "ATT *XP 9D: Here the Ge- 
mara implements the principle that, wherever 


ad 


his 
me 


acc 


possible, the preference is to limit the scope of 
ispute. Even though the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer is diametrically opposed to that of Rabbi 
eir, Rabbi Eliezer does not forcefully express 


opinion and he merely expresses disagree- 
nt with the essential part of Rabbi Meir’s 


statement. Some commentaries understand 
hat Rabbi Eliezer is not expressing his own 
opinion; rather, he is saying to Rabbi Meir: Even 


ording to your opinion, which considers 


bundles of herbs and flasks of oil burdens, it 
is still inappropriate to deem one who goes 
out into the public domain with them liable 
o bring a sin-offering (Tosafot). 


Perek VI 
Daf 62 Amud b 


Balsam oil [palyaton] 


WoO 


LANGUAGE 
- pions: From the Latin 
rd folliatum, meaning something made 


from leaf and flower concentrate. 


NOTES 


One who takes out a measure of food that 
is less than the measure that determines 
liability - yyrwon nina paix xsi: In the 
context of the halakhot of Shabbat, intention 
is even more significant than action. Therefore, 
one who carries out a vessel that contains food 
is not liable for carrying out the vessel because 
it is secondary to the food inside it. The issue 
of whether or not one is liable for the vessel 


has 
isn 


practical significance in a case where one 
ot liable for carrying out the food, e.g., if he 


carries out less than the measure that deter- 
mines liability by Torah law. In that case, the 


Sag 
tha 


es seek to prove that if the food was less 
n that measure, the food is no longer sig- 


nificant and the vessel is no longer secondary 


toi 
on 
tha 


. In this context, a question is raised based 
he assumption that smell is an indication 
there is at least a minimal amount of food. 


However, this assumption is rejected based 


on 


he principle that an item that cannot be 


detected in a straightforward manner is con- 
sidered non-existent or, at the very least, as 
lacking substance. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: A woman may not go out on Shabbat with a 
bundle of fragrant herbs, and if she did go out she is liable to bring a sin- 
offering, as she violated a Torah prohibition; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Meir. And the Rabbis say: She may not go out ab initio; however, if she 
went out, she is exempt. Rabbi Eliezer says: A woman may go out with a 
bundle of fragrant herbs even ab initio. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? Rabbi 
Meir holds that it is a burden. Therefore, one who takes it out into the 
public domain on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering. And the Rabbis 
hold that it is an ornament. Nevertheless, they prohibited going out with 
it ab initio due to concern lest she remove the bundle of herbs from its place, 
and show it to others, and come to carry it in the public domain. And 
Rabbi Eliezer holds: Whose practice is it to place fragrant herbs on herself? 
A woman whose odor is foul. But a woman whose odor is foul does not 
remove and show the bundle to others because, by doing so, her odor will 
be detected, a situation that she would prefer to avoid. And, therefore she 
will not come to carry it four cubits in the public domain. 


This baraita cites the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who permits, even ab initio, 
going out into the public domain with a bundle of herbs. The Gemara asks: 
Wasn't it taught in another baraita: Rabbi Eliezer exempts a woman who 
goes out on Shabbat with a bundle of herbs and with a flask of balsam oil? 
With regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, exempt means that although it is not 
prohibited by Torah law, it is prohibited ab initio by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. When Rabbi Eliezer made this 
statement, it was when he was addressing the statement of Rabbi Meir." 
When Rabbi Eliezer made that statement, it was when he was addressing 
the statement of the Rabbis. To clarify: When he was addressing the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir, who said that she is liable to bring a sin-offering, he 
said to him that she is exempt from bringing the sacrifice. When he was 
addressing the statement of the Rabbis, who said that she is exempt but it 
is prohibited ab initio, he said that it is permitted even ab initio. 


And to what statement of Rabbi Meir is the Gemara referring? As it was 

taught in a baraita: A woman may not go out on Shabbat with a key that is 

in her hand, and if she went out she is liable to bring a sin-offering; this 

is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Eliezer exempts a woman who goes 

out with a bundle of fragrant herbs and with a flask of balsam oil 

[palyaton].' 

The Gemara finds the statement of Rabbi Eliezer difficult: A bundle of fra- 
grant herbs; who mentioned anything about that? Rabbi Meir did not 

mention a bundle of herbs; why did Rabbi Eliezer mention it in his response? 


The Gemara answers that the baraita is incomplete and it teaches the fol- 
lowing: And likewise, with a bundle of fragrant herbs, and likewise with 
a flask of balsam oil she may not go out, and if she went out she is liable 
to bring a sin-offering; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Eliezer 
exempts in the cases of a bundle of fragrant herbs and a flask of balsam 
oil. In what case is this statement said? In a case where the vessels have 
perfume in them; however, in a case where they do not have perfume in 
them, she is liable for carrying the flask out into the public domain on 
Shabbat. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: That is to say that one who carries out a measure 

of food that is less than the measure that determines liability’ on Shabbat, 
but he does so in a vessel, he is liable. Although he is not liable for carrying 

the food out into the public domain, he is liable for carrying out the vessel. 
In that case, the vessel is not subordinate to the food, and therefore it is 

significant. Since the case of the flask in which there is no perfume is com- 
parable to the case in which there is less than the required measurement 

of food ina vessel, and it was taught in the case of the flask that she is liable 

even though the fragrance of the perfume remains in the vessel, it stands to 

reason that one who carries a vessel containing less than a measure of food 

is also liable. 
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Rav Ashi said: That is no proof because, in general, I would say to 
you that he is exempt in a case where there is less than the measure 
that determines liability for food. However, it is different here, in 
the case of the empty flask of perfume as, in that case, there is no 
substance at all. Because the vessel is completely empty, he is liable 
for carrying the flask. 


Related to the mention of perfume, the Gemara cites several state- 
ments. It is stated: “That drink wine in mizrekei, and anoint them- 
selves with the chief ointments; but they are not grieved for the 
hurt of Joseph” (Amos 6:6). Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
“The chief ointments” is balsam oil. 


Rav Yosef raised an objection from the Tosefta: Rabbi Yehuda ben 

Bava issued a decree on balsam oil as well, prohibiting its use due 

to mourning over the destruction of the Temple, and the Sages did 

not agree with him. And if you say that balsam oil is the chief oint- 
ment cited in the verse, and the decree was issued due to the plea- 
sure it provides, why didn’t the Sages agree with his decree? Doesn't 

the verse criticize those who do not feel the pain of the people? 


Abaye said to him: And according to your reasoning, that which 
is written in the same verse: “That drink wine in mizrekei”; Rabbi 
Ami and Rabbi Asi disagree over the meaning of the term mizrekei. 
One said: They are multi-spouted vessels [kenishkanin],' wine 
vessels with spouts from which several people can drink at one time, 
and one said that they throw [mezarkin] their cups to one an- 
other in joy and jest. Is that also prohibited? Didn’t Rabba bar Rav 
Huna visit the house of the Exilarch and see the Exilarch drink 
from a multi-spouted vessel, and Rabba bar Rav Huna did not say 
anything to him? 


Rather, the principle is as follows: With regard to any matter in 
which there is an element of pleasure and in which there is an ele- 
ment of joy, the Sages issued a decree prohibiting it due to mourn- 
ing over the destruction of the Temple. However, with regard to a 
matter in which there is an element of pleasure and in which there 
is no element of joy, the Sages did not issue a decree. Since there 
is no element of joy in balsam oil, even though it is precious and 
pleasurable, they did not issue a decree prohibiting it. 


The Gemara interprets additional verses related to the critique of the 
leadership of Samaria. It is stated: “That lie upon beds ofivory and 
stretch [seruhim] upon their couches and eat the lambs out of the 
flock and the calves out of the midst of the stall” (Amos 6:4). Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: This term, seruhim, interpreted 
homiletically, teaches that their sin was that they would urinate 
before their beds while naked. 


Rabbi Abbahu ridiculed that interpretation: If so, that this is the 
meaning of the term seruhim, is this the meaning of that which is 
written: “Therefore now they shall go into exile at the head of the 
exiles and the revelry of those seruhim shall pass away” (Amos 6:7), 
because they urinate before their beds while naked they will be 
exiled at the head of exiles? Although doing so is revolting, a pun- 
ishment so severe is certainly excessive. 


Rather, Rabbi Abbahu said: This verse is referring to a grave sin. 
These are people who would eat and drink with each other, and 
join their beds to each other, and swap wives with each other, and 
defile their beds with semen that was not theirs. That is the mean- 
ing of seruhim upon their couches. For those severe transgressions 
they deserved to be exiled at the head of exiles. 


On a related note, Rabbi Abbahu said, and some say it was taught 
in a baraita: Three matters bring a person to a state of poverty" as 
a divine punishment from Heaven: One who urinates before his 
bed" while naked, and one who demeans the ritual washing of the 
hands," and one whose wife curses him in his presence. 


LANGUAGE 


Multi-spouted vessels [kenishkanin] - 
P3227: The origin of this word and its mean- 
ing are unclear. Kanishka is a word in Syriac, 
from the Greek kavioxtov, kaniskion, meaning 
small basket. It might be related to the Latin 
phrase canistrum siccarium, meaning a basket 
in which a wine decanter is placed on the table. 
Various scholars suggest additional sources to 
align the meaning with Rashi's explanation, but 
their suggestions are unlikely. 


NOTES 


Three things bring a person to poverty — 
mg “p> OTST Mg pean oat MWB: Ap- 
parently poverty is not a natural consequence 
of the actions listed in the Gemara; it is a divine 
punishment (see Rashi). However, some com- 
mentaries explain that one who conducts him- 
self in an unhygienic manner displays the traits 
of idleness and laziness, which ultimately lead 
to poverty. Even with regard to the case of his 
wife's jewelry, one who treats his wife poorly 
will cause his wife to adopt a contemptuous 
attitude toward her household responsibilities, 
which will also lead to poverty (Meiri). Some 
commentaries interpreted the issue of the 
woman's jewelry as an example of the punish- 
ment fitting the crime, as will be explained in 
the Gemara. Since one’s wife is dependent on 
him and he fails to meet her needs, he will be 
punished in kind and God will not meet his 
needs (Rabbeinu Nissim). 


HALAKHA 
One who urinates before his bed - pman 
ina 953 03: One who urinates on the ground 
before his bed while facing the bed, whether 
or not he is clothed at the time, is deplorable, 
as per the Gemara and the restrictions of Rava 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 241). 


One who demeans the ritual washing of 
the hands - or nbwaa bhua: One should 
be vigilant and perform the mitzva of ritual 
hand-washing in an exemplary manner. Ac- 
cording to tractate Fduyyot, one who demeans 
that mitzva is punishable by ostracism and will 
become impoverished and uprooted from the 
world (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 
6:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 158:9). 
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NOTES 
Like venom of a viper — Diy3a Dix: According to parallel 
texts and variants of this text, the simple explanation of this 
phrase is as if it were written: Like venom of a viper [keeres 
shel ekes]. Some commentaries explain this reading of the 
text as referring to a snake that bites out of anger [kaʻas], in 
which case its poison causes more harm (geonim). 
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The Gemara explains: With regard to one who urinates before his 
bed while naked, Rava said: We only said this prohibition in a case 
where he turns his face toward his bed and urinates toward it; 
however, ifhe turns his face and urinates toward the outer portion 
of the room, we have no problem with it. 


And where one turns his face toward his bed, too, we only said 
this prohibition in a case where he urinates on the ground; how- 
ever, if he urinates into a vessel, we have no problem with it since 
that is not considered disgusting. 


With regard to one who demeans the ritual washing of the 
hands, Rava said: We only said this statement in a case where he 
does not wash his hands at all; however, if he washes his hands 
and does not wash them with a significant amount of water, we 
have no problem with it. 


The Gemara notes: And that is not so, as Rav Hisda said: I wash 
my hands with handfuls of water and they gave me in reward hand- 
fuls of prosperity. Apparently, in order to garner the benefits of 
ritual washing of his hands, one should use a significant amount of 
water. 


With regard to one whose wife curses him in his presence, Rava 
said: This is referring to a case where she curses him over matters 
relating to her ornaments, i.e., she complains that he does not 
provide her with jewelry. The Gemara comments: And that applies 
only when he has the resources to buy her jewelry but does not do 
so; however, if he does not have sufficient resources he need not be 
concerned. 


Since the Gemara spoke of sins in the First Temple era, it continues 


to explain other verses with similar content. Rava, son of Rav 
Ilai, interpreted the following verse homiletically. What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “The Lord says because the 
daughters of Zion are haughty and walk with outstretched 
necks and wanton eyes, walking and mincing as they go and mak- 
ing a tinkling with their feet” (Isaiah 3:16)? 


“Because the daughters of Zion are haughty,” indicates that they 


would walk with upright stature and carry themselves in an 
immodest way. 


“And walk with outstretched necks,” indicates that they would 


walk in small steps, heel to toe, so onlookers would notice them. 


“Wanton eyes,” indicates that they would fill their eyes with blue 


eye shadow and beckon. 


“Walking and mincing [tafof] as they go,” indicates that the 


wealthy women would walk a tall woman alongside a short 
one so that the tall woman would stand out. This is derived from 
the interchangeability of the letters tet and tzadi; tzafo, meaning, 
in this case, to be seen. 


“Making a tinkling [te‘akasna] with their feet,’ Rabbi Yitzhak 


from the school of Rabbi Ami said: This teaches that they 
would place myrrh and balsam in their shoes and would walk 
in the marketplaces of Jerusalem. And once they approached 
a place where the young men of Israel were congregated, they 
would stamp their feet on the ground and splash the perfume 
toward them and instill the evil inclination into them like 
venom of a viper [ke’eres bakhos]."' 


Like venom of a viper [keeres bakhos] 


- Diyda DWI: This 
combination of words is difficult to understand, and therefore 
several interpretations and various readings were suggested. 
Some commentaries had the variant reading, supported by 


LANGUAGE 
parallel sources, keeres shel ekes, meaning like venom of a viper, 
from the Greek éytc, ekhis, meaning poisonous snake. The Sages 
interpreted the word as teakasna, meaning that they discharged 
venom like a viper [ekes]. 
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What was their punishment for these sins? As Rabba bar Ulla 
taught: “And it shall come to pass that instead ofa sweet smell, 
there shall be a stench; and instead ofa belt, a rope; and instead 
of well-set hair, baldness; and instead of a fine dress, a girding of 
sackcloth; instead of beauty, a brand” (Isaiah 3:24). 

He explains: “And it shall come to pass that instead of a sweet smell 
there shall be a stench,” indicates that the place that they would 
perfume became decaying sores. 

“And instead of a sash, a rope [nikpe],” indicates that the place 
where they were girded with a sash became covered with many 
bruises [nekafim]. 

“And instead of well-set hair, baldness,” indicates that the place 
where they would style their hair became bald spots. 

“And instead of a fine dress [petigil], a girding of sackcloth,’ indi- 
cates that the orifices [petahim] that lead to pleasure [gil] will 
become a place for a girding of sackcloth. 

“Instead of beauty, a brand [ki]; Rava said: That is the popular 
expression that people say: Instead of beauty, a sore [kiva]. 


With regard to a different verse: “The Lord will smite with a scab 
the crown of the head of the daughters of Zion and the Lord will 
lay bare their secret parts” (Isaiah 3:17). And the Lord will smite 
with a scab the crown of the heads of the daughters of Zion; Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: This teaches that there was an 
outbreak of leprosy among them. It is written here, scab [sippah], 
and it is written there, among the types of leprosy: “For a sore, 
and for a scab [sappahat], and for a bright spot” (Leviticus 14:56). 


With regard to the verse: And the Lord will lay bare their secret 
parts [pot’hen yeareh], Rav and Shmuel disagree. One says: It 
means that they, i.e., their innards, were poured out [ye’areh] like 
a jug. And one says: That their orifices [pitheihen] were covered 
with hair as thick as a forest [yaar]. 


On the topic of the sins of Jerusalem and the abundance that ex- 
isted before its destruction, Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The 
people of Jerusalem were people of arrogance." They would 
couch their crude behavior in euphemisms. A person would say 
to another: On what did you dine today? Well-kneaded bread or 
bread that is not well-kneaded? On white wine or 


on black wine? Sitting on a wide divan or on a narrow divan? 
With a good friend or a bad friend? And Rav Hisda said: And all 
these allude to promiscuity. These are all euphemisms for different 
types of women. Well-kneaded bread refers to a woman who is not 
a virgin; white wine refers to a fair-complexioned woman; a wide 
divan refers to a fat woman; a good friend refers to a good-looking 
woman. 


On the topic of Jerusalem, Rahava said that Rabbi Yehuda said: 
The logs of Jerusalem used for fuel were from the cinnamon tree, 
and when they would ignite them, their fragrance would waft 
through all of Eretz Yisrael. And since Jerusalem was destroyed, 
these fragrant logs were buried, and only a sliver the size ofa grain 
of barley remains, and it is located in the treasury of [gazzai]' 
Tzimtzemai the queen." 


NOTES 
The pee of Jerusalem were people of arrogance, 
scribes ihes manner in which the people of Jerusalem 
would speak to underscore that just as the women 
sinned, so too the men were engaged in licentious- 
ness. Therefore, they all were punished (Rabbi Ya'akov 
Emden). 


LANGUAGE 
Treasury [gazza] - NI: From the Persian ganz, mean- 
ing treasury. This word in the form ganzakh appears in 
the Bible (see | Chronicles 28:11). 


NOTES 
The treasury of Tzimtzemai the queen — »xt3 
xoay xay T: Based on the definition elsewhere 
in ‘the Arukh’of the verb tzimtzem in the sense of deco- 
rate, some explain that the cinnamon was found in 
the queen’s royal treasury and used purely for decora- 
tive purposes (Maharsha). 
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————__ HALAKHA 

Aman may neither go out on Shabbat with a sword, 
etc. — a1 ya Xd wrt wey? x: It is prohibited to 
go out into the public domain carrying a weapon. 
One who does so is liable to bring a sin-offering, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 301:7). 


The only difference between this world and the 
messianic era - mwan ninh ma obips pa px: The 
Rambam adopted the opinion of Shmuel that there 
will be no change in the natural order of the world 
in the messianic era (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Melakhim 12:2). 


All of the prophets only prophesied, etc. - bs 
AD wee axa) Kh Dea: All prophecies that the 
prophets prophesied with regard to the reward that 
the Jewish people will merit, refer exclusively to the 
physical benefits that Israel will enjoy during the mes- 
sianic era, when their sovereignty in Eretz Yisrael will 
be restored. Since the reward of the World-to-Come is 
neither quantifiable nor imaginable, the prophets did 
not describe it in their prophecies to avoid devaluing it 
in the minds of the people (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Teshuva 8:7). 
— LANGUAGE 9 ————_ 
Shield [teris] - p/n: From the Greek Oupede, thyreos, 
meaning a large shield. 


Club [kulpa] - xap: Apparently, the correct read- 
ing is kupla from the Persian kūpāl, meaning club or 
lance. The geonim describe the kulpa as a rod with a 
thickened end on which there are nails or projections. 


————__ BACKGROUND | 


Shield and spear - mai) wyn: 


Roman-style armor, shield and spear 
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And this baraita disagrees with the opinion of Shmuel — 
bnw xy oor: In general, when the opinion of an amora is 
inconsistent with the contents of a baraita, it is presented as 
a challenge to that amora. Yet, here the Gemara merely notes 
that the baraita disagrees with Shmuel. There are several pos- 
sible explanations. First, the Gemara does not raise objections 
with regard to aggadic material. Second, perhaps the Sages 


304 


PEREK VI: 63A 3047179 


NOTES 


deemed this baraita insufficiently authoritative or its language 
insufficiently precise because it had not been reviewed in the 
study hall of Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Oshaya (Rashash). 


The messianic era and the World-to-Come - mwan nin! 
xaT dips: The disagreement with regard to the messianic 
era is not strictly aggadic. This dispute has practical halakhic 
ramifications as well. The Rambam's halakhic ruling, based on 


MI S H N Au as it is prohibited for a woman to carry out 


certain items unique to a woman into the public 
domain, the Sages said that a man may neither go out on Shabbat with 
a sword," nor with a bow, nor with a shield [teris], nor with an alla, 
nor with a spear.® And if he unwittingly went out with one of these 
weapons to the public domain he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: These weapons are ornaments for him; just as a 
man is permitted to go out into the public domain with other orna- 
ments, he is permitted to go out with weapons. 


And the Rabbis say: They are nothing other than reprehensible and 
in the future they will be eliminated, as it is written: “And they shall 
beat their swords into plowshares and their spears into pruning 
hooks; nation will not raise sword against nation, neither will they 
learn war anymore” (Isaiah 2:4). 


With regard to women’s ornaments, they added that a garter placed on 
her leg to hold up stockings is pure and cannot become ritually impure 
as a utensil, and she may even go out with it on Shabbat. 


However, ankle chains, which were also women’s ornaments, can be- 
come ritually impure, and she may not go out with them on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the 
GEMARA : 


term alla? It means club [kulpa].' 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: These weapons are 

ornaments for him. It was taught in a baraita that elaborates on this 

subject: The Rabbis said to Rabbi Eliezer: And since, in your opinion, 
they are ornaments for him, why are they to be eliminated in the 

messianic era? He said to them: They will not be needed anymore, 
as it is stated: “Nation will not raise sword against nation” (Isaiah 

2:4). The Gemara asks: And let the weapons be merely for ornamen- 
tal purposes, even though they will not be needed for war. Abaye said: 

It is just as in the case of a candle in the afternoon. Since its light is 

not needed, it serves no ornamental purpose. Weapons, too; when not 

needed for war, they serve no ornamental purpose either. 


And this baraita disagrees with the opinion of Shmuel," as Shmuel 
said: The only difference between this world and the messianic era" 
is subjugation of the exiles to other kingdoms, from which the Jewish 
people will be released. However, in other respects, the world will re- 
main as it is, as it is written: “Because the poor will not cease from 
within the land” (Deuteronomy 15:11). Society will not change, and 
wars will continue to be waged. 


However, this baraita supports the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
who disagrees with Shmuel. As Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said: All of the 
prophets only prophesied" with regard to the messianic era; how- 
ever, with regard to the World-to-Come’ it was stated: “No eye sees, 
God, except You, that which He will do for he that waits for Him” 
(Isaiah 64:3). What will be in the World-to-Come cannot be depicted 
even by means of prophecy. 


the opinion of Shmuel that the transition to the messianic era 
will be natural, precludes the necessity for one who proclaims 
himself as the Messiah to display any supernatural powers. 
Although the Rambam expresses his opinion differently in his 
Epistle to Yemen, fundamentally he stands by his opinion that 
the natural order of the world will not change in the messianic 
era, and no such changes should be anticipated. 
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And some say the disagreement between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rab- 
bis was different. They said to Rabbi Eliezer: Since in your opinion 
they are ornaments for him, why will they be eliminated in the 
messianic era? He said to them: Even in the messianic era they will 
not be eliminated. And that is in accordance with that which Shmu- 
el stated that the world will remain fundamentally the same, and he 
disagrees with Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba. 


Abaye said to Rav Dimi, and some say it was to Rav Avya, and some 
say Rav Yosef said to Rav Dimi, and some say it was to Rav Avya, 
and some say Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer who said: These weapons are ornaments 
for him? As it is written: “Gird your sword upon your thigh, mighty 
one, your glory and your splendor” (Psalms 45:4), indicating that a 
sword is considered an ornament. 


The Gemara relates that some time later Rav Kahana said to Mar, son 
of Rav Huna: Is that really a proof? This verse is written in reference 
to matters of Torah and should be interpreted as a metaphor. He said 
to him: Nevertheless, a verse does not depart from its literal 
meaning,” although there may be additional homiletical 
interpretations. 


Rav Kahana said about this: When I was eighteen years old and had 
already learned the entire Talmud, and yet I did not know that a 
verse does not depart from its literal meaning until now. The Ge- 
mara asks: What is Rav Kahana teaching us with that statement? The 
Gemara answers: He comes to teach that a person should first learn 
and then understand the rationale. 


Zarotis amnemonic acronym for Elazar [zayin], Reish Lakish [reish], 
and their students [vav, tav], the amora'im who interpreted the verse 
in Psalms cited above 


Rabbi Yirmeya said that Rabbi Elazar said: Two Torah scholars 

who sharpen one another in halakha; the Holy One, Blessed be He, 

ensures success for them, as it is written: “And in your majesty 

[vahadarkha] prosper, ride on, in behalf of truth and meekness and 

righteousness; and let your right hand teach you tremendous things” 

(Psalms 45:5). The Sages said: 

Do not read “and your majesty [vahadarkha],” rather, by changing 
some of the vocalization and the letters, read it as and He will 
sharpen you [vehidedkha], and ultimately you will be successful. 

Moreover, they who act in that manner will rise to prominence, as 
it is written: “Prosper, ride on.” 

I might have thought even if one engages in the study of Torah not 
for its own sake; therefore, the verse states: “On behalf of truth.” 

I might have thought that one would be rewarded with prosperity 
even if he became arrogant; therefore, the verse states: “Meek- 
ness and righteousness.” 

And if they do so in the proper manner they merit the Torah that 
was given with the right hand of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
as it is written: “And let your right hand teach you tremendous 
things” (Psalms 45:5). 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: They are rewarded with the matters 

stated with regard to the right hand of the Torah. As Rava bar Rav 

Sheila said and some say Rav Yosef bar Hama said that Rav Shesh- 
et said: What is the meaning of that which is written, “Length of 
days is in her right hand and in her left hand are riches and honor” 
(Proverbs 3:16)? Is that to say, however, that in her right there is 

length of days, but there are not riches and honor? Rather, it means: 

Those who relate to it with the skilled right hand, i.e., who study 

Torah for its own sake and with proper intentions, there is length of 
days and all the more so riches and honor for them. Whereas, those 

who relate to it with the unskilled left hand," there are riches and 

honor; there is not length of days. 


NOTES 


A verse does not depart from its literal mean- 
ing — bw “PA yi KIPA py: Even when the 
Bible is interpreted metaphorically, and even when 
halakhic conclusions are reached by means of a 
homiletic interpretation of a verse, these conclu- 
sions do not negate the literal meaning of the 
text. Even when verses are interpreted entirely as 
a parable and a lesson is learned from the parable, 
the literal meaning continues to resonate (Alfei 
Menashe). 


Those who relate to it with the skilled right 
hand...those who relate to it with the unskilled 
erpretation of these expressions | is ‘that ee 
o the Torah from the right hand refers to those 
who study it on a regular basis, just as they use 
heir right hand on a regular basis. They dedicate 
all their efforts to Torah. Therefore, their reward is 
ong life. Those who relate to it from the left are 
people who study Torah on a less regular basis. 


They merit wealth and honor for their involvement 


(Rav Yoshiya Pinto). The incredulous question with 
regard to the statement that the reward for those 
who relate to it with the right is only long life, im- 
plying that they do not merit wealth and honor, 
comes to negate that implication, since certainly 
that is not the case (Sama DeHayyei). 
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HALAKHA 


One who loans another money is greater than 
one who gives him charity - pa ani’ mbna bina 
TPIS Mwipn: There are different levels of char- 
ity. The highest level is establishing a business 
partnership with a poor person or lending him 
money and encouraging him so that he will not 
be dependent on others (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 10:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 249:6). 


If a Torah scholar. ..wrap him tightly around 
your waist- Pana by amqan...o5m MIN ow: By 
Torah law, it is a mitzva to associate with Torah 
scholars and to get close to them in order to 
learn from their deeds (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 6:1-2). 


NOTES 

If a Torah scholar is as vengeful and begrudg- 
ing as a snake - W33 Win opi) 037 -yabn ow: 

Some explain that even if a Torah scholar is 
snake-like in that he has a difficult personality, 
one should still approach him and cleave to him. 
However, one should distance himself from an 

ignoramus, even if he is righteous (Meiri). 
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Rabbi Yirmeya said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Two 

Torah scholars who are agreeable to each other when engaging 

in discussions of halakha, the Holy One, Blessed be He, listens 

to them, as it is stated: “Then they that feared the Lord spoke 

[nidberu] one with another; and the Lord hearkened, and heard, 
and a book of remembrance was written before Him, for them 

that feared the Lord, and that thought upon His name” (Malachi 

3:16). And the term speech [dibbur] means nothing other than 

calm, as it is stated: “He subdues [yadber] people under us” 
(Psalms 47:4). He will cause the nations to submit to the Jewish 

people leading to a period of calm. Here too the term dibbur indi- 
cates calm and agreeability. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase in that verse: 

“And those who thought of His name”? Rabbi Ami said: Even if 
one merely planned to perform a mitzva, and ultimately due to 
circumstances beyond his control did not perform that mitzva, 
the verse ascribes him credit as if he performed it. 


The Gemara continues in praise of those who perform mitzvot: 
Rav Hinnana bar Idi said: Anyone who performs a mitzva as it 
was commanded, others do not apprise him of bad tidings, as 
it is stated: “He who keeps the commandment shall know no 
evil thing” (Ecclesiastes 8:5). 


Rav Asi, and some say Rabbi Hanina said: Even if the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, issued a decree, He may abrogate it, as it is 
stated: “For the word of the King has authority and who may 
say to Him: What do You do?” (Ecclesiastes 8:4). And, although 
this indicates that even though the King, God, issued a decree, 
juxtaposed to it is the verse: “He who guards the commandment 
shall know no evil thing” (Ecclesiastes 8:5). For one who ob- 
serves mitzvot properly, the decree is abrogated and he will know 
no evil. 


Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Two To- 
rah scholars who listen to each other in the discussion of hala- 
kha, the Holy One, Blessed be He, hears their voice, as it is 
stated: “You who dwell in gardens, the companions heed your 
voice, cause me to hear it” (Song of Songs 8:13). 


And if they do not do so, i.e., they do not listen to each other, they 
cause the Divine Presence to depart from among Israel, as it is 
stated in the following verse: “Run away, my beloved, and be 
like a gazelle or a young hart upon the mountains of spices” (Song 
of Songs 8:14). 


Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Two in- 
dividual Torah scholars who, while studying together, cause one 

another to err [madgilim] in halakha [ Tosafot], nevertheless, the 

Holy One, Blessed be He, loves them, as it is stated: “And his 

banner [vediglo] over me is love” (Song of Songs 2:4). Rava said: 
And that is only true in a case where they know the foundation 

of the law, and their error resulted from the lack of more sophis- 
ticated knowledge. And that is only true in a case where they do 

not have a prominent person in the city from whom they could 

learn without error. 


Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: One who 
loans another money is greater than one who gives him charity." 
And the one who places money into a common purse, i.e., one 
who enters into a partnership with a needy person, is the greatest 
of them all, since in that case the needy person is not embarrassed 
when receiving the assistance. 


Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Even if a 
Torah scholar is as vengeful and begrudging as a snake," wrap 
him tightly around your waist," i.e., keep him close, because you 
will benefit from his Torah. On the other hand, even if an am 
ha‘aretz is righteous, do not dwell in his neighborhood, as his 
righteousness does not compensate for the fact that he is ignorant. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


12 Piya 937 Was KID 31 WX 
Tals "OWS 37 Ta A DS] WP? 
KIK IIAN TZ TaN) (HP? WY) 
DAT dp swoop) pa YRU NN 
Jn Ton win - ia Jina yr sys 

pal” axa ina 


Perek VI 
Daf 63 Amud b 


pip may wha pow “on avr 
WON poy? 33 m 31 voy absb 
SDNY DW Mey wn PUD AK 

vai 1 oxy’ 


xa KITI KYT KOPY sort 
ay PUN wap mama) sob 
ple x) AVIV ab 2x 
Tyo ABW pope av byw 
PPIK wT) pm on. mh 

aya 


MAW” :DDITKN NAT 1 TWN 
ma Jad Joh soba ana 
me 43 713 bn poina 
IND ; Ez b> Dy» yn pyy 
‘137 [XD WY - "vaw oben 
OATIPS PITY? 


ryan - pea ww sas wpb wry 
ay myy- ost x20, TiN 


PVPS Ia "TTD mY 
SIYIN N 

Kyi min- myag n rm 
nyoy Myyy is) nawa Aa 
IT 


TEYS NOD MYI MYP 137 
amiy 


AY IT ap NIT IN psy 
DDIAN P EAT ALI 


-033,0083 - MYI NNP PI 


Dya 


Rav Kahana said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said, and some 
say Rav Asi said that Reish Lakish said, and some say Rabbi 
Abba said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Anyone who 
raises an evil dog within his home" prevents kindness from 
entering into his home, since poor people will hesitate to enter 
his house. As it is alluded to in the verse: “To him that is afflicted 
[lamas], 


kindness from his friend and awe of the Almighty will leave” (Job 
6:14), since in the Greek language they call a dog lamas.' Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: One who keeps an evil dog in his 
home even divests himself of fear of Heaven, as it is stated at the 
end of that verse: “And awe of the Almighty will leave.” 


The Gemara relates: A certain pregnant woman who entered to 
use the oven in a certain house to bake, the dog in that house 
barked at her, and her fetus was displaced. The owner of the 
house said to her: Do not be afraid because his teeth have been 
removed and his claws have been removed. She said to him: 
Take your goodness and throwit on the thorns. Your encourage- 
ment is useless as the fetus has already been displaced and will 
certainly die.® 


On a related note, Rav Huna said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “Rejoice young man in your youth, and let 
your heart cheer you in the days of your youth, and walk in the 
ways of your heart and in the sight of your eyes; but know that 
for all these things God will bring you to judgment” (Ecclesi- 
astes 11:9)? Until here, “the sight of your eyes,” these are the 


words of the evil inclination; from here on, “but know that, etc.,” 


these are the words of the good inclination. 


Reish Lakish said: Until here, the verse refers to matters of 
Torah. One is provided the opportunity to study and involve 
himself in the Torah and rejoice in its innovations; from here on, 
“but know that, etc.,” it refers to good deeds. One will ultimately 
stand trial for that which he studied and did not implement. 


We learned in the mishna that a garter is pure." Rav Yehuda said: 
Garter; that is a bracelet worn on the arm. 


Rav Yosef raised an objection: It is stated here that a garter is 
pure and a woman may go out with it on Shabbat, while a brace- 
let is ritually impure. It is mentioned explicitly in the verse enu- 
merating the spoils of the war with the Midianites: “And we have 
brought the Lord’s offering, what every man has gotten, of jewels 
of gold, armlets, and bracelets, signet rings, earrings, and girdles, 
to make atonement for our souls before the Lord” (Numbers 
31:50). Earlier in that chapter it is written with regard to the spoils: 
“Purify yourselves on the third day and on the seventh day both 
you and your captives” (Numbers 31:19). Apparently, a bracelet 
can become ritually impure. 


Rather, this is what Rav Yehuda is saying: A garter on the leg is 
in place of a bracelet on the arm. It goes around the leg to hold a 
stocking in place just as a bracelet goes around the arm. However, 
unlike a bracelet, a garter cannot become ritually impure because 
it is not an ornament. It simply holds up the stocking. 


The Gemara relates: Ravin and Rav Huna were sitting before 
Rav Yirmeya. And Rav Yirmeya was sitting and dozing as the 
two students conversed. And Ravin sat and said: The difference 
between a garter and ankle chains is that a garter is worn on one 
leg, and ankle chains are worn on two legs. 


HALAKHA 
Anyone who raises an evil dog within his home - nanta 
ima yina yt abo: It is prohibited to keep dangerous objects, 
e.g. an evil dog, in one’s home, as per the opinion of Reish 
Lakish. Anyone who raises an evil dog is ostracized until 
he removes the vicious dog from his house (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 11:4). 


LANGUAGE 
Lamas - pl: Many scholars attempted to determine the 
Greek origin of this word. Apparently, it is not a precise 
translation of the word dog, rather one of the nicknames or 
reproofs for a dog, from the Greek, Aorpóç, /aimos, meaning 
plague. 


BACKGROUND 
Caution around dogs — 2n MYN: 


Roman mosaic of a barking dog 


HALAKHA 
A garter is pure - miny mya: A garter cannot become 
ritually impure because it is not have the form of a vessel, 


as it is simply a ring that facilitates use of a vessel (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 9:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


Frontplate — yx: The frontplate was attached 
to the forehead of the high priest by a sky blue 
ribbon. The commentaries disagree whether one 
or more ribbons were used. 


Depiction of the frontplate (see Tosafot) 


| saw it in the city of Rome — Y3 VWN IK 
maid: Along with Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, was a member of 
a Jewish delegation that traveled to Rome to 
petition for the repeal of decrees issued by the 
Romans against Israel. These Sages cured the 
emperor's daughter of her insanity and were able 
to gain the emperor's favor and the decrees were 
repealed. They were even granted permission 
to visit the emperor's treasury and see his vari- 
ous treasures. There are other talmudic sources 
where Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, relates 
what he saw in the city of Rome. 


HALAKHA 


Frontplate - y»¥: The frontplate was a thin band 
of gold worn by the High Priest on his forehead. 
It extended from ear to ear. The words: Sacred 
to God, were inscribed on it, with “sacred to,” in- 
scribed below “God. If the entire phrase were 
written on one line, it is nevertheless valid (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 9:1). 
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So that their strides would not be so large - ppniypa wp xo 
Tips: Some commentaries explain that the girls in that family ‘would 
often run, fall, and get injured. Therefore, they made ankle chains 
that would make noise when they ran, reminding them to slow 


their gait (Meri). 


And is the frontplate a woven fabric, etc. — 131 817 YI% YS: Some 
explain that since the frontplate was a gold band attached with a 
thread to a woven fabric, the fabric was considered part of the front- 
plate. Therefore, it was possible to derive the legal status of the fabric 


Rav Huna said to him: These garters and those ankle chains are both 
worn on two legs. And when she wears garters on both legs they place 
a chain between them, and they become vessels with the legal status 
equal to that of ankle chains. 


And Ravin asked: And does the chain that is connected to it render it 
a vessel? If a garter without a chain is not considered a vessel, why 
would the addition of a chain render it a vessel that can become ritu- 
ally impure? 


And if you say the reason for this is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani, as Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: From where is it derived that a metal vessel that 
makes a sound is considered a vessel and can become ritually impure? 
As it is stated: “Every thing that passes through the fire, you shall 
make it pass through the fire, and it shall be clean; nevertheless it shall 
be purified with the water of sprinkling; and all that does not pass 
through the fire you shall make to go through water” (Numbers 31:23). 
And the Sages interpret the verse homiletically: Every thing [davar], 
even speech [dibbur]; in other words, even an object that makes a 
sound shall pass through fire to become purified because it is a vessel. 


However, this case is not similar. Granted, there, they require the 
vessel for the purpose of its sound and it performs an action. How- 
ever, here, what action does the chain perform? Although it creates a 
sound, the chain serves no purpose. 


He said to him: Here, too, the chain is performing a purposeful action, 
as Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: There was one 
family in Jerusalem whose daughters’ strides were lengthy, and as a 
result their hymen membranes would fall away. In order to solve this 
problem they made them ankle chains and they hung a chain between 
them so that their strides would not be so large" and, indeed, their 
hymen membranes would no longer fall away. Meanwhile, Rabbi 
Yirmeya awoke from their voices and said to them: Correct, and 
Rabbi Yohanan said likewise. 


On the topic of ritual impurity, the Gemara relates: When Rav Dimi 
came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
From where is it derived that a woven fabric of any size can become 
ritually impure? It is derived from the frontplate [tzitz]*" of the High 
Priest, which is considered a vessel despite its small size. 


Abaye said to him: And is the frontplate a woven fabric?’ Wasn't it 
taught in a baraita: The frontplate is made like a kind of smooth plate 
of gold, and its width is two fingerbreadths, and it encircles the 
forehead from ear to ear. And on it is written in two lines: Yod heh, 
i.e, the Tetragrammaton, above, and kodesh lamed, i.e., sacred to, be- 
low. Thus, the words: Sacred to God, were written on the frontplate. In 
deference to the name of God, it would be written on the top line, and 
the words: Sacred to, on the line below. 


And Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, said: I saw it" in the Caesar’s 
treasury in the city of Rome’ and Sacred to God was written on one 
line. In any case, since the frontplate is a gold plate, how can it serve as 
a source for ritual impurity in fabrics? 


NOTES 


rom that of the frontplate and certainly to derive the status of an 
article made of fabric and metal. The Gemara rejects these possibili- 
ies since it was ascertained from the language of the tannaim that 
he frontplate was primarily the metal part alone (Penei Yehoshua). 


saw it — pox IN: The Rambam explained that the Sages’ ruling 
hat an inscription not written on the frontplate on two lines is valid, 
implies that it was inscribed that way at times. The frontplate seen by 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, was apparently inscribed on one line, 
even though they were not typically inscribed that way. 
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When Rav Dimi ascended to Neharde’a, he sent to the yeshiva 
students: The statements I said to you with regard to woven fabrics 
of any size becoming ritually impure regardless of their size, they are 
my mistake. However, this is what they said in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan: From where is it derived that an ornament of any size" 
can become ritually impure? It is derived from the frontplate. And 
from where is it derived that a woven fabric of any size can become 
ritually impure?" It is derived from the verse: “Or a garment or 
leather or sack; any vessel with which any work is done must be put 
into water and it shall be unclean until evening, then it shall be clean” 
(Leviticus 11:32). From the extraneous phrase, “or a garment,” it is 
derived that any garment, regardless how small, falls into this category. 


Similarly, the Sages taught in a baraita: A woven fabric of any size 
can become ritually impure, and an ornament of any size can be- 
come ritually impure. An object that is half woven fabric and half 
ornament of any size can become ritually impure. And a sack is 
added to the category of garment; it too is ritually impure due to 
woven fabric. 


Rava said in explanation of the baraita: A woven fabric of any size is 

ritually impure as derived from the phrase “or a garment.” An orna- 
ment of any size is ritually impure, as derived from the halakhot of 
the frontplate. A woven fabric and an ornament of any size" is ritu- 
ally impure, as derived from that which is stated: “And Moses and 

Elazar the priest took the gold from them, all vessels with which la- 
bor is done” (Numbers 31:51). Any object that can be utilized for any 
action falls into the category of: All vessels with which labor is done. 


One of the Sages said to Rava: That verse is written with regard to 
Midian." There it is referring specifically to ritual impurity imparted 
by a corpse, and how is it possible to derive from that halakhot of 
ritual impurity in general? 


Rava said to him: He derived by means of a verbal analogy 


from the word vessel written there, with regard to the halakhot of 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, and the word vessel written with 
regard to the halakhot of other impurities. 


It was taught in the baraita that a sack is added to the category of 
“garment”; it too is ritually impure due to woven fabric. The Ge- 
mara asks: Is that to say that a garment is not a woven fabric? Rath- 
er, the statement should be emended and say as follows: A sack made 
from goat hair is added to the category of garment; even though it 
is not woven it can nevertheless become ritually impure. The Ge- 
mara asks: For what is a garment made of unwoven goat hair suitable? 
Rabbi Yohanan said: Since a poor person occasionally braids three 
goat hairs and hangs it on his daughter’s neck as an ornament." 


The Sages taught a detailed halakhic exposition of that verse in a dif- 
ferent baraita. From the fact that the verse mentioned sack, I have 
only derived that a whole sack can become ritually impure. From 
where is it derived to include even reins [ kilkeli] and a saddle band 
fastened under the horse's belly in the category of those objects that 
can become ritually impure? The verse states: “Or sack”; “or” teach- 
es that the verse is referring to items similar to a sack as well. I might 
have thought, on that basis, that I should include even the ropes and 
measuring cords. The verse states: “Sack,” just as a sack is spun and 
woven, so too, everything that is spun and woven can become ritu- 
ally impure. Ropes and measuring cords are not made from spun 
threads, and they are certainly not woven. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES =———————_- 
Ornament of any size - Kny bs bwan: The question 
was raised in Tosafot: Why not derive the halakha of the 
ritual impurity of an ornament of any size from a ring, 
mentioned among the vessels of Midian? Apparently, 
the Gemara seeks to ascertain the status of an object 
that is not only small, but is both nominally an ornament 
in its size and its use for decorative purposes. Therefore, 
the Sages derived the halakha pertaining to an item of 
that sort from the frontplate, which is only nominally an 
ornament, and not from a ring, which is a full-fledged 
ornament (Rashba). 


Woven fabric and an ornament of any size — B31 91% 
KTW bs: This term refers to a fabric that the weaver did 
not seek to complete. Nevertheless, it is considered a 
complete, albeit smaller, garment and it can become 
ritually impure. However, fabric that was ripped from a 
garment must meet a minimum size requirement in order 
to become ritually impure (Rashba). 


That verse is written with regard to Midian — pia Kym 
ana: Tosafot and several other commentaries hold that 
the list of vessels from Midian did not relate to ritual impu- 
rity. Rather, it is simply a list of gifts from the heads of the 
army to the Tabernacle. However, since the Torah required 
all of the vessels to be sprinkled with purifying water, it is 
clear that these vessels can become ritually impure with 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. These vessels are 
certainly among the vessels that require sprinkling (Sefer 
HaYashar; Rashba). 


HALAKHA 
That woven fabric of any size can become ritually im- 
pure — Kab NITY NITY bs ax: Any woven fabric made 
of wool, linen, or any other material that grows on land is 
considered a garment and can become ritually impure, as 
per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:11). 


HALAKHA 
Braided goat hairs — yap wyn: Strands of hair that are 
woven into a garment or made into a chain can become 
ritually impure whether goats’ hair, camels’ hair, horses’ hair, 
or hair from the tail of a cow. However, ropes and cords 
made from these materials cannot become ritually impure, 
as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:12). 


LANGUAGE 


Reins [kilkeli] - pp: From the Greek word KtAtKtov, 
kilikion, which is a coarse fabric made from goat hair com- 
mon in the region of Cilicia. 
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NOTES 


And it may be inferred logically — 171 p: The structure 
of this midrash is prototypical of this type of derivation, 
typically found in the works of halakhic midrash: Mekhilta, 
Sifra, and Sifrei. In this context, the midrash seeks to prove 
a single concept in two ways. The first method utilizes 
the method of logical inference by means of comparative 
hermeneutic principles, e.g. a fortiori inference or an anal- 
ogy. As the discussion continues, the midrash proves that 
these inferences can be refuted. At that point, the second 
method, verbal analogy [gezera shava], is employed. 


BACKGROUND 


A creeping animal - YW: Generally, this includes rodents, 
lizards, insects, or any other small creature that crawls. 
Ritual impurity is imparted by the carcasses of eight creep- 
ing animals (Leviticus 11:29-37), and the Talmud often 
refers to these eight creatures by the term creeping animal, 
without any further description. The Sages stated that 
the smallest of these eight animals was at least the size 
of a lentil’s bulk at birth. Therefore, one only contracts 
ritual impurity if he comes into contact with a piece of 
the carcass of a creeping animal no smaller than that size. 
Moreover, one is liable to receive lashes for eating a lentil’s 
bulk of such an animal. 
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The baraita continues: Now, it says with regard to the halakhot of 
ritualimpurity imparted by a corpse: “And every garment and all that 
is made of skins and all work of goats’ hair and all things made of 
wood you shall purify” (Numbers 31:20). This verse comes to in- 
clude reins and the band under the horse’s belly within the category 
of: All work of goats’ hair. They too can become ritually impure. 


I might have thought that I would include even the ropes and thin 
cords in this category. The Gemara begins with a logical analysis. And 
it may be inferred logically" to the contrary, that a rope cannot be- 
come impure. The verse deemed impure an object that came in 
contact with a creeping animal, and it deemed impure an object that 
came in contact with a corpse. Just as when it rendered an object 
impure from contact with a creeping animal it only rendered im- 
pure objects spun and woven, as stated above; so too, when it ren- 
dered impure an object from contact with a corpse, it only rendered 
impure objects spun and woven. 


There is room to distinguish: Are these indeed comparable? If the 
Torah was lenient with regard to the ritual impurity ofan object that 
came in contact with a creeping animal,” which is a less severe form 
of impurity, saying that ropes do not become impure from contact 
with that form of ritual impurity, will we be lenient with regard to 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, which is more severe? Perhaps, 
since impurity imparted by a corpse is more severe, even objects not 
woven and spun, e.g., ropes, become ritually impure from contact with 
it. Therefore, the verse states garment and leather, garment and 
leather to establish a verbal analogy. 


The term garment and leather is stated with regard to ritual impu- 
rity imparted by a creeping animal: “And whatever any of them falls 
upon when they are dead will be impure whether it be any vessel of 
wood, or a garment, or leather, or sack, whatever vessel it be with 
which any work is done it must be put into water and it will be impure 
until evening, then it will be clean” (Leviticus 11:32). And garment 
and leather is stated with regard to ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse. Just as garment and leather stated with regard to a creeping 
animal only rendered impure objects that are spun and woven, so 
too, garment and leather stated with regard to a corpse only ren- 
dered impure objects that are spun and woven. 


Utilizing the same verbal analogy, one could say: And just as garment 
and leather stated with regard to a corpse rendered impure any 
object that is the work of goats’ hair, so too, garment and leather 
stated with regard to a creeping animal rendered impure any object 
that is the work of goats’ hair. 


I have only derived from this verbal analogy that an object that 
comes from goats can become ritually impure; from where do I 
derive to include an item that comes from a horse’s tail or from a 
cow’s tail? The verse states: Or a sack, and anything like a sack, i.e., 
these other items as well. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t you already derive ritual impurity with 
regard to reins and a saddle band from this verse? How can ritual 
impurity for items that come from a horse’s tail and a cow’s tail be 
derived from the same verse? 


The Gemara answers: That applies only before the verbal analogy 
was cited; now that the verbal analogy was cited, the verse is ren- 
dered extraneous. The fact that any item that falls in the category of: 

“And all work of goats’ hair,’ can become ritually impure is derived 

from the verbal analogy. Reins and a saddle bands are included in the 

category of work of goats’ hair. Therefore, they need not be derived 

from that phrase. Consequently, a different halakha can be derived 

from that extraneous phrase: Objects that come from a horse’s tail or 
acow’s tail can become ritually impure. 


ng news VWI NY px 
2» 


VPIP NID NOD NIT PT 
as ee eave ne 
MT Ai DID AND KIT 
-TRI MBWD IK DIY MYYN 
INA DIDT AND NATIT TYY 

yy nyng MIN 


OTD -aW MBA TINTON 7 


kA AAW KAWI TIN ADN 
envy 


ayy aa yr Ba’ std nbn 
AWAY a a MY TPH? 
WLT. Wy) 733 NNN 
XIT 177 Wey - ywa Wax 
TUYNI MƏT INM DDI INN 
- NOD WANT Wy) A AN DY 
230 DDI 2M2 KIT 121 MWY 

Dy Mey MIT 


KDY - MoV Wh oT ADIN 
KAVN jw - yw) m send 
REE 


YW 913A wom DN INY 
W INST YI NIW VpS 
Pao’ YU NIJ wg NYN WX 
yy boa yy wx WN” ah 
ya Soy yy napa ma ans 
PYN voy amp we wy dp) 
ma) YW NIN] INA Ny} na 

omar? = Ay pow 27 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission 


The baraita continues: And I have derived that an object made from 
a horse’s tail can become impure only with regard to a creeping ani- 
mal; however, with regard to a corpse, from where is this derived? 


The Gemara begins with a logical analysis. And it may be inferred 
logically that this is so. The Torah rendered impure a sack that came 
into contact with a corpse and rendered impure a sack that came 
into contact with a creeping animal. Just as when the Torah ren- 
dered items that came into contact with a creeping animal impure 
it made the legal status of that which comes from a horse’s tail and 
a cow’s tail equal to the legal status of that which is made from goats’ 
hair, i.e., that it contracts ritual impurity, so too when the Torah ren- 
dered impure items that came into contact with a corpse, it made 
the legal status of that which comes from a horse’s tail and a cow’s 
tail equal to the legal status of that which is made from goats’ hair. 


The Gemara rejects this: Are these indeed comparable? If the verse 
added additional objects to the category of ritual impurity that lasts 
until nightfall, e.g., the impurity imparted by a creeping animal, 
which is extensive, will we add additional objects to the category of 
ritual impurity that lasts for seven days, which is limited to the case 
of impurity from a corpse? The fact that items made of a horse’s tail 
or a cow's tail are added to the already broad category of ritual impu- 
rity that lasts until nightfall is not necessarily an indication that they 
are to be added to the category of ritual impurity that lasts seven days. 


The verse states: Garment and leather, garment and leather to es- 
tablish a verbal analogy. Garment and leather is stated with regard 
to ritual impurity imparted by a creeping animal, and garment and 
leather is stated with regard to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. 
Just as with regard to the garment and leather stated in the halakhot 
of a creeping animal the Torah rendered the legal status of an item 
made from a horse’s tail or a cow’s tail equal to the legal status of 
that which is made from goats’ hair, so too, with regard to the gar- 
ment and leather stated in the halakhot of a corpse, the Torah ren- 
dered the legal status of an item made from a horse’s tail or a cow’s 

tail equal to the legal status of that which is made from goats’ hair. 


The Gemara notes: And it must be that the words garment and leath- 
er are free.” Those terms must be superfluous in their context. The 
Torah included those terms for the express purpose of establishing 
the verbal analogy. A verbal analogy that is based on otherwise extra- 
neous terms cannot be logically refuted. Because if these terms are 
not free, the verbal analogy can be refuted: What is unique to a 
creeping animal? Its ritual impurity is stringent in that it renders 
objects ritually impure even by means of contact with a lentil-bulk 
of a creeping animal. That is not the case with regard to a corpse, 
which is less severe in that it renders objects ritually impure only by 
means of contact with an olive-bulk of a corpse. Unless the terms are 
free, the analogy can be refuted. 


Indeed [la’ei],' they are free. The Gemara proves that the terms gar- 
ment and leather are extraneous in their context. Now, since ritual 
impurity from contact with a creeping animal is juxtaposed to ritu- 
al impurity from contact with semen, as it is written: “And whoever 
touches anything that is impure by the dead or a man from whom 
semen is emitted” (Leviticus 22:4), and juxtaposed to that is the 
verse: “Or whoever touches any creeping animal which makes him 
impure, or a person who may make him impure with any impurity 
that he has” (Leviticus 22:5). And it is written in the halakhot of the 
ritual impurity of semen: “And every garment and every hide on 
which the semen is must be washed with water and will be impure 
until evening” (Leviticus 15:17). Since the verses appear next to each 
other, the halakhot of each can be derived from the other. Conse- 
quently, the words garment and leather, which the Torah wrote with 
regard to a creeping animal, why do I need them? The relevant ha- 
lakha could be derived from the halakhot of seminal impurity. Learn 
from it that garment and leather were mentioned to render them free. 
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NOTES 


And the words are free — maya: There is a tannaitic 
dispute with regard to the authority of a verbal analogy 
[gezera shava] where the key words are not superfluous in 
their respective contexts. In the Jerusalem Talmud, even a 
verbal analogy where the key words are not at all superflu- 
ous, meaning that even if the similarity is between words 
or verses that are central to the understanding of two 
different halakhot, the gezera shava can be expounded, 
with the caveat that it is open to refutation. This type of 
verbal analogy is nothing more than an enhanced analogy 
[binyan av], and is essentially nothing more than a logical 
connection, based on the thought that identical expres- 
sions in two halakhot indicate that the Torah intended to 
emphasize the connection between them. 

However, in the Babylonian Talmud, in order for a 
verbal analogy to be effective, the key words must be 
superfluous in at least one of the halakhot, what Rab- 
beinu Hananel refers to as: Words written that are not 
necessary for the verse. Those words indicate the connec- 
tion between halakhot. According to Rabbi Yishmael, the 
superfluity of the key word in one verse is sufficient proof 
that the Torah intended that this verbal analogy should be 
derived, and it cannot be refuted. The Sages who disagree 
with him hold that even that type of verbal analogy can 
be logically refuted. 


Because if these terms are not free, the verbal anal- 
ogy can be refuted - ro) wae MIN xb NT: This 
phrase comes to explain the need for the key words to be 
superfluous. If the analogy is logically sound, there is no 
fundamental need for superfluity. The Gemara establishes 
that if the key words were not superfluous, the verbal 
analogy may be refuted logically. 


LANGUAGE 

Indeed [laei] - b: The origin of this word and even its 
exact meaning are unclear. Rashi thinks it means truly. 
However, some commentaries think that it is a contraction 
of the phrase /o hi, not so, or the phrase, lo hai, not this. In 
the Arukh, it is a combination of the Aramaic /a, meaning 
not, and the Greek vié, yie, meaning son. It means no, my 
son, or not so, my son. 
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HALAKHA 
aa who gazes upon a woman's little finger - 
his dstre fom women a may not gaze at them 
in a lustful manner, even at those body parts that are 
normally exposed (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 21:2; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 21:1). 
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The Gemara comments: And still, it is free only from one side of 
the verbal analogy. Although the terms garment and leather stated 
with regard to ritual impurity imparted by a creeping animal are ex- 
traneous in their context, and the relevant halakha could have been 
derived in another manner, those terms stated with regard to ritual 
impurity imparted by a corpse are not extraneous in their context. 
This verbal analogy is only free from one side. It works out well ac- 
cording to the opinion of the one who said, with regard to a verbal 
analogy that is free from only one side, one can derive from it and 
cannot refute it logically. However, according to the opinion of the 
one who said that one can derive from a verbal analogy of this kind 
and one can refute it logically, what can be said? 


The Gemara answers: Garment and leather stated with regard to 
impurity imparted by a corpse are also free. Now, since a corpse is 
juxtaposed with semen, as it is written: “And whoever touches 
anything that is impure by the dead or a man whose semen is emit- 
ted from him” (Leviticus 22:4); and it is stated with regard to se- 
men: “And every garment and every hide” (Leviticus 15:17); the 
terms garment and leather, which the Torah wrote with regard to 
ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, why do I need them? Learn 
from it that they are mentioned in order to render them free. These 
terms are extraneous in their context, and were written for the pur- 
pose of the verbal analogy with the halakhot of creeping animals. 


The Gemara interprets verses written with regard to the Midianite 
war discussed above: “And we have brought an offering before the 
Lord what every man has gotten of jewels of gold, chains, and 
bracelets, rings, agil, and kumaz, to make atonement for our souls 
before the Lord” (Numbers 31:50). Rabbi Elazar said: Agilis amold 
in the shape of a woman’s breasts worn over them as an ornament. 
Kumaz is a mold in the shape of the womb. 


Rav Yosef said: If so, that is the reason that we translate kumaz into 
Aramaic as mahokh, meaning an item that leads to foolishness. 
Rabba said to him: This meaning is learned from the verse itself; 
kumaz is an acronym for: Here [kan] is the place of [mekom] 
lewdness [zimma]. 


Later in that chapter, it is written: “And Moses was angry with the 
officers of the host, the captains over thousands, and captains over 
hundreds, who came from the battle” (Numbers 31:14); Rav Nahman 
said that Rabba bar Avuh said that Moses said to Israel: Perhaps 
you have returned to your original sinful behavior, when you sinned 
with the daughters of Moab and Midian at Shittim? They said to him: 


“Not one man of us is missing” (Numbers 31:49), we remain as 


wholesome in deed as we were. He said to them: If so, why do you 
need atonement? The princes brought these ornaments to atone for 
their souls. They said to him: If we have emerged from the grasps 
of actual transgression, we have not emerged from the grasps of 
thoughts of transgression. Immediately, they decided: “And we have 
brought an offering before the Lord.” 


The Sage of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: For what reason 
did Israel in that generation require atonement? Because 


they nourished their eyes from nakedness. 


With regard to the verse that lists the ornaments, Rav Sheshet said: 
For what reason did the verse list outer ornaments, i.e., a bracelet, 
with inner ornaments, i.e., a kumaz? To tell you that anyone who 
gazes upon a woman's little finger" is considered as if he gazed upon 
her naked genitals. The atonement was for the sin of looking. 
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MI S H N The mishna continues to discuss those items 

with which it is permitted to go out and those 
items with which it is prohibited to go out on Shabbat. A woman 
may go out with strands of hair" that she put on her head, whether 
they are from her own hair that she made into a wig, or whether 
they are from the hair of another, or whether they are from the hair 
of an animal. 


And a woman may go out with an ornament called totefet, and with 
sarvitin when they are sewn and will not fall. 


She may go out on Shabbat with a woolen cap or with a wig to the 
courtyard, although not to the public domain. And likewise she may 
go out with a cloth that is in her ear, and with a cloth in her sandal, 
and with a cloth that she placed due to her menstrual status. 


She may go out on Shabbat with pepper, or with a grain of salt, ™ 
or anything placed in her mouth for healing or for preventing bad 
odor, as long as she does not put these objects in her mouth for the 
first time on Shabbat. And if it fell out she may not replace it. 


A false tooth as well as (Ramban) a gold tooth," Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi permits going out with it, and the Rabbis prohibit doing so. 


G E M ARA We learned in the mishna that a woman may 


go out with different strands of hair. The 
Gemara comments: And it is necessary to cite all of the cases. If the 
mishna taught us only with regard to her own hair, I would have said 
that she may go out with it because it is not repulsive, as it is her 
own hair; therefore, there is no concern lest she come to remove the 
strands and carry them in the public domain. However, the hair of 
another, which is repulsive and a different color from hers, say no, 
she may not go out with it, due to concern lest she be embarrassed, 
remove it, and come to carry it in the public domain. 


And if the mishna taught us that she is permitted to go out with the 
hair of another, I would have said that she may go out with it because 
it is hair of her own kind. Therefore, it is not repulsive in her eyes 
and she will not come to remove it. However, the hair of an animal, 
since it is not of her own kind, say no, she may not go out with it 
due to concern lest she remove it. Therefore, it is necessary to cite 
all three cases. 


It was taught in the Tosefta: It is permitted as long as a girl does not 
go out with the hair of an elderly woman, and an elderly woman 
does not go out with the hair of a girl. 


The Gemara challenges: Granted, the Gemara cited the case of an 
elderly woman who goes out with the hair of a girl, as it is a reason- 
able scenario because it is flattering for her to look young. How- 
ever, why would a girl go out with the hair of an elderly woman? 
Since it is demeaning for her to appear elderly, it is an unlikely 
scenario. The Gemara answers: Since the mishna taught the case of 
an elderly woman with the hair of a girl, it also taught the improb- 
able case of a girl with the hair of an elderly woman. 


It was taught in the mishna that a woman may go out with a woolen 

cap or with a wig to the courtyard. Rav said: With regard to all orna- 
ments and garments with which the Sages prohibited going out into 

the public domain on Shabbat, it is also prohibited to go out with 

them into the courtyard" due to the concern lest she forget and go 

out to the street, with the exception of a woolen cap and a wig. 


With pepper or with a grain of salt - nog Tba baba: Some 
commentaries explain that the prohibition against a woman 
placing the pepper or the salt in her mouth on Shabbat is be- 
cause of the general prohibition of using medicine on Shabbat 


(Derush VeHiddush). 


A false tooth as well as a gold tooth - am bw 1! .nanin yw: 
According to most commentaries, the Gemara is referring 


HALAKHA 


A woman may go out with strands of hair - moy nygyi 
ww pina: A woman may go out with strands of hair 
braided into her hair, whether they are strands of her hair 
or strands of the hair of others, as long as the color of her 
hair and that of the strands are not significantly different, 
e.g., an elderly woman with the hairs of a young woman 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:9; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303114). 


With pepper or with a grain of salt — nyaba baaa: 
A woman may go out with pepper, with a grain of salt, or 
with fragrance in her mouth, if she placed them in her 
mouth before Shabbat. If one of these items fell out of her 
mouth, she may not replace it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat19:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:15). 


Ornaments in a courtyard that is not joined by an 
eiruv — DIVYA FWY INA powasn: The halakhic au- 
thorities disagree with regard to this case. Some ruled 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as the mishna 
supports his opinion. They prohibit carrying items that 
may not be carried in the public domain in a courtyard 
without an eiruv (Rambam; Rif). The exceptions are a 
woolen cap and a wig. A woman is allowed to go into 
the courtyard with them so that she will not become 
unappealing to her husband. With regard to the prohib- 
ited items, some explain that it is only prohibited to put 
them on in the courtyard, but it is permitted to put them 
on in the house and go out into the courtyard (Mishna 
Berura). Others were stricter and prohibited putting them 
on in the house lest she go out into the courtyard (Beit 
Yosef; Rashba). 

Nowadays, Jewish women are accustomed to go- 
ing out to the courtyard and even to the street while 
wearing jewelry. There are some authorities who say 
that, although this practice is not permitted, the prohibi- 
tion is not enforced because women would not obey it 
anyway. Other commentaries explain that the halakha is 
in accordance with Rabbi Anani, who said that all orna- 
ments have the legal status of a kavul, since in matters of 
rabbinic decrees the ruling is lenient. In addition, women 
today do not typically remove their jewelry to show to 
others (Tosafot; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
19:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303.18). 


NOTES 


to two separate items: An artificial tooth and a gold tooth. There 
are different explanations with regard to the false tooth. The 
Ritva, based on the Jerusalem Talmud, explains that the false 
tooth is a wooden tooth. The Ramban explains that it refers to 
a white covering over a black tooth. The dispute centers on 
the origin of the word totav. According to the first interpreta- 
tion, the word is similar to the Aramaic translation of the word 
vetoshav (Leviticus 25:35), which is vitotav and refers to a foreign 


too 


too 


h. According to the second interpretation, totav sometimes 
means a cloak. There is a distinction between a totav and a gold 
h. As opposed to a gold tooth that a woman might want 
to display, she would want to conceal a simple wooden tooth 
or a covering for a black tooth since they are embarrassing 
(Ramban; Ran). 
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NOTES 


And of her that is sick in her menstrual status — mim 
mina: According to the early commentaries, the word 
nidda means distanced or ostracized. Therefore, the 
phrase: Of her that is sick in her menstrual status, means 
that the menstruating woman must be careful to keep 
her distance from her husband in every sense. Some 
commentaries explain that Rabbi Akiva's opinion that a 
woman must remain appealing to her husband is rooted 
in another opinion of his in the halakhot of divorce. Rabbi 
Akiva holds that a man may divorce his wife if she no 
onger finds favor in his eyes. Divorce is not limited to 
cases in which a husband finds a shortcoming, moral or 
otherwise, in his wife. Since every effort must be made 
o sustain Jewish marriages, it is imperative to bolster 
marriages by keeping a woman in her husband's favor. 
This includes not being overly strict during a woman's 
menstrual period (Panim Masbirot). 


Even in the innermost chambers - wyn yna yay: 
This statement of Rav is similar to his previous statement 
hat anything that the Sages prohibited doing in the pub- 
ic domain is also prohibited in the privacy of one's court- 
yard. The prohibition to walk an animal with a bell around 
its neck in a courtyard cannot be due to a rabbinic decree, 
as even taking the animal out to the public domain is only 
prohibited by rabbinic decree (Ritva). Rather, his reasoning 
is based on the principle: The Sages do not distinguish. 
Once the Sages issued a decree prohibiting a particular 
action, they did not want to differentiate between differ- 
ent circumstances and prohibit performing that action 
in certain cases and permit it in others. To do so would 
undermine the very authority of the rabbinic decrees. 


LANGUAGE 
Rouge [pokeset] — nppis: From the Greek põxoç, fykos, 
an herb from which a component of rouge was extracted. 
In Greek, a verb developed from the noun that means to 
make up one's face with rouge. 


HALAKHA 


That she may not color her eyes blue. ..you are making 
her unappealing to her husband - j3 DX.. binan Kow 
awa by TVA TAK: It is permitted for a woman to wear 
ornaments and put on makeup during the days when she 
has menstruating woman status so she will not be unap- 
pealing to her husband, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
11:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303.18, Yoreh De‘a195:9). 


She shall remain prohibited in her menstrual status 
until she immerses in the water of a ritual bath - Anna 
Daa xang Ty In: The ritual impurity of a menstruating 
woman and its prohibitions continue after the menstrual 
flow ceases until she immerses and becomes ritually pure, 
in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:3, 11:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 195, 
1971). 
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Rabbi Anani bar Sason said in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: All 
ornaments have the same legal status as a woolen cap and may be 
worn into the courtyard. 


We learned in the mishna that it is permitted to go out with a woolen 

cap or a wig into the courtyard. Granted, according to the opinion 

of Rav the matter works out well, as the mishna allows one to go out 

into a courtyard only with a woolen cap and a wig. However, accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Anani bar Sason, it is difficult. The 

Gemara answers: In whose name did Rabbi Anani bar Sason say his 

halakha? In the name of Rabbi Yishmael bar Yosei, and Rabbi 

Yishmael bar Yosei is a tanna and, as such, has the authority to dis- 
pute the determination in the mishna. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rav, what is different about 
these, the woolen cap and the wig, that the mishna permitted going 
out into the courtyard with them? Ulla said: So that she will not 
become unappealing to her husband. That would be the result if all 
ornamentation was prohibited. As it was taught in a baraita with re- 
gard to the verse: “And of her that is sick in her menstrual status 
[niddata]” (Leviticus 15:33), the Elders of the early generations said 
that this verse comes to teach us that the menstruating woman should 
be distanced from her husband in all senses, like a person ostracized 
[menudeh] by the Sages. This includes that she may not paint her eyes 
blue, and she may not rouge [pokeset]' her face, and she may not 
adorn herself with colorful clothing. Until Rabbi Akiva came and 
taught: If you do so, you are making her unappealing to her 
husband," and her husband will consequently divorce her. There- 
fore, extreme strictures should not be instituted. Rather, what is the 
meaning of that which the verse states: “And of her that is sick in 
her menstrual status”? She shall remain prohibited in her men- 
strual status even after the flow of blood has stopped until she im- 
merses in the water of a ritual bath." 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Wherever the Sages prohibited an 
action due to the appearance of prohibition, even in the innermost 
chambers," where no one will see it, it is prohibited. When prohibit- 
ing an action, the Sages did not distinguish between different circum- 
stances. They prohibited performing the action in all cases. 


The Gemara raises an objection. We learned in the mishna that an 
animal belonging to a Jew may not go out on Shabbat with a bell 
around its neck, even though it is plugged and makes no sound, due 
to the appearance of prohibition, as it appears as ifhe were taking the 
animal to the marketplace. And it was taught in another baraita: He 
may plug the bell on the animal’s neck and walk with it in the court- 
yard. Apparently, although the Sages prohibited this action due to the 
appearance of prohibition, they permitted it in the courtyard. 


The Gemara answers: It is subject to a dispute between tanna’im in 
this matter, as it was taught in a baraita: 


One whose clothes fell into water on a Festival may not dry them in 
the conventional manner; however, he may spread them out in the 
sun, but not before the people, who may suspect that he laundered 
his clothes on Shabbat. Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Shimon prohibit 
doing so even in a place concealed from view. Apparently, the Sages 
disagree whether or not an action prohibited due to the appearance 
of prohibition is prohibited everywhere. 


We learned in the mishna that a woman may go out on Shabbat with 
a cloth that is in her ear. Rami bar Yehezkel taught: And that is 
specifically in a case where the cloth is tied to her ear and she will 
not come to carry it. 
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The mishna continues: A woman may go out with a cloth that is in her 
sandal. Rami bar Yehezkel taught: And that is specifically in a case 
where the cloth is tied to her sandal." 


We learned in the mishna: A woman may go out with a cloth that she 
placed due to her menstrual flow. Rami bar Hama considered saying 
that it is permitted specifically in a case where it is tied between her 
thighs. Rava said: It is permitted even though it is not tied to her; 
since it is repulsive, she will not come to carry it even if it falls. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma before Rabbi Abba: If she made 
herself a handgrip‘ in which she could hold the cloth, what is the ha- 
lakha? Since she does not have to touch the cloth with her bare hand, is 
there concern that she will come to carry it or not? He said to him: It 
is permitted. It was also stated that Rav Nahman bar Oshaya said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: If she made herself a handgrip it is permitted. 


Rabbi Yohanan went out with a cloth in his ear to the study hall on 
Shabbat, and his colleagues are in disagreement with him and rule 
that it is prohibited to do so because it was not tied to his ear. Rabbi 
Yannai went out with it, a cloth in his ear, to a karmelit," an intermedi- 
ate domain, neither public nor private. And all the Sages of his genera- 
tion are in disagreement with him. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rami 
bar Yehezkel teach: And that is specifically in a case where the cloth 
is tied to her ear? How could these Sages ignore this halakha? The 
Gemara answers: This is not difficult; this, where it was taught that 
certain Sages went out with a cloth, is in a case where it was stuck 
tightly in their ears. Therefore, it was permitted even though it was not 
tied. That, where Rami bar Yehezkel said that going out with a cloth is 
permitted only when it is tied, is in a case where it was not stuck tight- 
ly in his ear. 


We learned in the mishna: A woman may go out with pepper and with 
a grain of salt in her mouth. The Gemara explains: She places pepper 
in her mouth to prevent mouth odor and a grain of salt to treat a 
toothache." With regard to that which we learned in the mishna: A 
woman may go out on Shabbat with any thing that she places in her 
mouth: This refers to ginger or, alternatively, to cinnamon [dartzona].' 


We learned in the mishna that the Sages disagree whether or not a 
woman may go out on Shabbat with a false tooth and a gold 
tooth;" Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permits doing so and the Rabbis pro- 
hibit doing so. Rabbi Zeira said: They only taught the dispute with 
regard to a gold tooth." Since it is precious, she might remove it from 
her mouth to show her friends and come to carry it. However, with 
regard to a silver tooth, which is less precious, there is no concern that 
she will remove it from her mouth. Everyone agrees that it is permit- 
ted. That opinion was also taught in a baraita: With regard to a tooth 
made of silver, everyone agrees that it is permitted. With regard to a 
tooth of gold, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permits going out with it and the 
Rabbis prohibit going out with it. 


Abaye said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Eliezer, and Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar all hold that anything that makes her unappeal- 
ing’ when removed, she will not come to remove it and show it to 
others. Therefore, it is permitted for her to go out with it. 


The Gemara elaborates: The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is that 
which we just stated. The opinion of Rabbi Eliezer is as it was taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer exempts a woman who went out with a 
bundle of fragrant herbs and with a flask of balsam oil, since a wom- 
an whose odor is foul does not remove and show the bundle to others. 


The opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar is as it was taught in a barai- 
ta. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar stated a principle: Anything that is worn 
beneath the net, a woman may go out into the public domain with it, 
since a woman will not uncover her hair while in the public domain 
even to show off an ornament. Anything that is worn over the net, e.g., 
an ornamental hat, a woman may not go out with it, since there is 
concern that she will remove it and carry it. 


ublisher 


HALAKHA 

The cloth that is in her ear and that is in her 
sandal - abyon ANKAY Fin: It is permitted to 
go out on Shabbat with wadded cloth in one’s 
ear or in one's sandal as long as it is attached 
to the ear or sandal, in accordance with the 
statement of Rami bar Yehezkel. It is permit- 
ted for a menstruating woman to go out into 
the public domain with a cloth even when it 
is not attached, in accordance with the state- 
ments of Rava and Rabbi Abba (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 303115). 


Gold tooth - amt bw 1%: It is prohibited to go 
out into the public domain on Shabbat with a 
removable gold tooth. However, it is permitted 
to go out with a silver tooth or one made out 
of a material that resembles one’s teeth, in ac- 
cordance with the opinions of the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Zeira (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat19:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303212). 


NOTES 
If she made herself a handgrip - ma ay mwy 
‘T: The Ra'avad explains that this handgrip is in- 
ended specifically for the cloth in the ear or the 
sandal. That is how it appears in the Jerusalem 
Talmud as well (Rashba). 


Rabbi Yannai went out with it in his ear to 
a karmelit - raya) m3 p92 xp aN; In the 
erusalem Talmud, Rabbi Yannai held that the 
cloth itself is irrelevant to healing the ear. The 
main benefit is from the oil that is placed in 
he ear. Therefore, one need not be concerned 
about the cloth. It is permissible to place and 
replace the cloth in one’s ear. 


To treat a toothache - pwr: The geonim in- 
terpreted the word dorshinei as gums. The grain 
of salt alleviates gum pain. 


They only taught with regard to a gold tooth - 
andy xdx Ww x: Itis explained in the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud that ifa gold tooth falls out, she will 
not leave it there because it is precious. She will 
lift it and carry it in her hand. The same is true 
with regard to any false tooth. The woman will 
be embarrassed to return to the tooth maker 
and display her missing tooth. In that case too, 
she will lift it and carry it in her hand. 


That anything that makes her unappeal- 
ing — Fa KITIP bon With regard to cer- 
tain items, e.g. a garter, everyone agrees that 
if displaying it renders her unappealing, there 
is no concern that she will remove it in the 
public domain. The dispute in the Gemara can 
be explained differently. The Rabbis hold that 
a woman is not embarrassed by flaws that are 
clearly visible to all, e.g., a gold tooth that clearly 
indicates that she is missing a tooth. The same 
is true with regard to a bundle of fragrant herbs. 
However, Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, Rabbi Eliezer, 
and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintain that even in 
the case of a flaw clearly visible to all, women 
will not want to call attention to that flaw and 
exhibit it in public (Rashba). 


LANGUAGE 
Cinnamon [dartzona]- 3ix71: Apparently, the 
variant reading dartzina is more accurate, from 
the Iranian dari ¢én, meaning Chinese wood, i.e., 
a cinnamon tree. 
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HALAKHA 


A woman may go out with a sela coin on a wound on her foot — 
mye byw yopa mygyit: One may go out on Shabbat with a coin 
tied to a wound on his foot to protect it and heal it. If the coin has 
no healing properties, some hold that it is prohibited to go out 
with it (Magen Avraham). Others permit it (see Mishna Berura). It 
is only permitted to go out with the coin if it is tied to one's foot 
before Shabbat with an insignificant cloth, which is secondary to 
the coin (Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
19:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:28). 


The young girls may go out with strings and even with wood 
chips - papa yan pana Dixy niwy nidan: Young girls may 
go out on Shabbat with strings and with wood chips in their ear 
holes to prevent the holes from closing. If they are colorful and 
ornamental it is prohibited, as per the mishna and the custom of 
Shmuel's father (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:20). 


Jewish women in Arab countries may go out veiled and Jewish 
women in Media may go out with cloaks fastened - nixy? nba 
niana nv niyy: On Shabbat, a woman may go out wearing 
a scarf that covers all of her head except for her face or her eyes 
(Arukh and Rashi). A woman may also wear a brooch that fastens 
her cloak (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:21). 


And mats in the days of Tishrei — wm "aia +¥991: A woman may 
not immerse in a body of water with a muddy bottom because the 
mud might stick to her feet and become an interposition that in- 
validates the immersion, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel's 
father (Rashi). Similarly, a woman may not immerse in a place where 
she might be seen. The concern is that she might not immerse 
properly due to embarrassment, in accordance with Tosafot's inter- 
pretation of Shmuel’s father’s custom (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 1:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 198:33-34). 


Women who rub against one another - ‘ta it nbhinn mwa: 
Women who rub up against one another violate the prohibition: 
“After the doings of the land of Egypt...shall you not do” (Leviticus 
18:3). The authorities deemed this act reprehensible and ruled that 
women may not do so. The punishment for performing acts of that 
kind was flogging with lashes for rebelliousness. However, its legal 
status is not that of prohibited sexual behavior [arayot], which would 
disqualify them from marrying a priest (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:8; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 20:2). 


BACKGROUND = —______- 
Sela that she ties on a wound - mys byw yop: The tzinit is either 
an inflamed swelling or callus on the sole of the foot. The coin 
that is stuck on the wound apparently prevented chafing. It is also 
conceivable that contact with the metal also healed the wound. 
Nowadays, various metal-based powders are used to heal wounds. 
However, in the Jerusalem Talmud tzinit is explained as gout, a very 
painful condition afflicting the feet, primarily the toes. 


Unminted coin - xpa: A pulsa is a token or coin on which there is 
no imprimatur, or on which its image has rubbed off. In either case, 
it is not accepted as a coin. 


Unminted coin 
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MI S HNA* woman may go out with a sela coin 


that she ties on a wound on her foot.” 
The young girls may go out with strings," and even with wood 
chips" that are in the holes in their ears so that the holes will 
not seal. Young girls would have their ears pierced, but earrings 
were not placed in their ears until they were older. Jewish wom- 
en in Arab countries may go out veiled," with a scarf covering 
their face, and Jewish women in Media may go out with cloaks 
fastened" with stones. And, any person in any place is permit- 
ted to go out on Shabbat clothed in that way; however, the 
Sages spoke in the present, addressing prevalent situations. A 
woman may fasten her cloak on a stone by inserting a small 
stone and wrapping her cloak around it, as she would with a 
button. And likewise, she may do so on a nut or on a coin, as 
long as she does not fasten her cloak with them on Shabbat ab 
initio. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What is the tzinit 
with regard to which the mishna taught 

that a woman may go out with a coin tied to it on Shabbat? The 

Gemara explains: It is a wound on the sole of her foot. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about a sela? Why specifi- 
cally is a coin placed on the wound? If you say that any object 
that is hard is beneficial for her, make an earthenware shard 
for her instead. Rather, it is beneficial due to the rust on the 
coin. If so, make a small silver plate for her. Why specifically a 
coin? Rather it is beneficial due to the image" engraved on the 
coin. If so, make her an unminted coin’ and engrave an image 
on it. Abaye said: Learn from it that all these factors together 
are beneficial for her. 


The mishna taught that the young girls may go out with strings. 
The Gemara relates that Shmuel’s father did not allow his 
daughters to go out with strings, and did not allow them to 
lie next to each other, and he made ritual baths for them in 
the days of Nisan and mats in the Euphrates River in the days 
of Tishrei." Since the water was shallow and the riverbed mud- 
dy, he placed mats on the riverbed so that they could immerse 
without getting dirty. 


The Gemara analyzes the conduct of Shmuel’s father: He did 
not allow them to go out with strings. Didn’t we learn in the 
mishna that the girls may go out with strings? The Gemara 
answers: The strings with which the daughters of Shmuel’s 
father went out were colorful ones, and he was concerned that 
because the strings were beautiful they would come to remove 
them to show them to others and carry them. 


He did not allow them to lie next to one another. Let us say 
that this supports the opinion of Rav Huna, as Rav Huna said: 
Women who rub against one another" motivated by sexual 
desire 


NOTES 


The young girls may go out with strings - nip niian 
pama niyi: Some explain that these refer to strings worn 
around the neck for ornamental purposes (Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna). 


Veiled - nib: Some explain that this refers to women 
covered in bell-like ornaments (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna). 


Due to the image — xn Dw: Some commentaries 
explain that the depressions on the coin from the engraved 
image leave room for the swollen flesh protruding from the 
wound. Therefore, it is not painful to wear a shoe (Meiri). 


Women who rub against one another - it mibdiona Dý 
ġa: Unlike male homosexuality, which is explicitly prohib- 


ited by Torah law and punishable by stoning, there is no 
punishment explicitly stated for women who engage in 
sexual activity. Nevertheless, the prohibition: “After the do- 
ings of the land of Egypt...shall you not do” (Leviticus 18:3), 
which the Sages explained as: Man marries man, woman 
marries woman, applies here. Another question with regard 
to female homosexuality is whether or not it falls into the 
category of zenut. It is important to note that, halakhically, 
Zenut is not identical to promiscuity. A woman who engages 
in sexual relations that are classified as zenut may not marry 
a priest, as she has the legal status of a zona. Rav Huna and 
his son sought to extend the concept of zenut to include 
acts not prohibited explicitly by Torah law, but their opinion 
was rejected. 
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are disqualified from marrying into the priesthood. The act 
renders a woman a zona. It is prohibited for a priest to marry 
her (Tosafot). 


The Gemara rejects this: No, that is not necessarily so. Perhaps 
the reason for Shmuel’s father’s insistence was because he 
thought to prevent them from lying next to one another so 
that they would not become accustomed to sleeping with a 
foreign body, which could stimulate sexual desire. 


And he made a ritual bath for them in the days of Nisan." 
This supports the opinion of Rav, as Rav said: When rain 
falls in the West," Eretz Yisrael, the great witness attesting to 
that fact is the Euphrates, as the water flow in the Euphrates 
increases after the rainy season. The rainfall in northern Ba- 
bylonia, where the source of the Euphrates is located, is es- 
sentially parallel to the rainfall in Eretz Yisrael. The increased 
water flow of the Euphrates in the spring is the result of the 
rainfall in the winter. Shmuel’s father held that immersion in 
the Euphrates would not purify them. A river maintains its 
status as a river in terms of purification through immersion 
only if it is established that the rain water that fell would not 
exceed" the naturally flowing spring water." In the halakhot 
of ritual baths, there are two manners of purification. The first 
is the immersion in a place where water is gathered, e.g., col- 
lected rainwater that does not flow and remains in place. The 
second is immersion in flowing waters in their natural state, 
e.g, a spring or a river. However, rainwater purifies only when 
it is collected; it does not purify when it is flowing. 


And he disagrees with his son Shmuel, as Shmuel said: The 
river is blessed from its riverbed? (ge’onim); the additional 
water in the river is not from rainfall but rather from subter- 
ranean sources. And this statement of Shmuel disagrees with 
another ruling that he himself issued, as Shmuel said: The 
water purifies when flowing only in the Euphrates during 
the days of Tishrei alone. Since rain does not fall in the sum- 
mer, only then is it clear that the water is in fact river water. 


We learned in the mishna: A woman may fasten her cloak on 
a stone," and ona nut, and on a coin, as long as she does not 
fasten her cloak with them ab initio on Shabbat. The Gemara 
asks: Didn’t you say in the first clause of this halakha in the 
mishna that a woman may fasten, indicating that she is per- 
mitted to do so even ab initio? How do you explain the con- 
tradiction? Abaye said: In the latter clause of the mishna we 
have arrived at the case of a coin," one of the examples cited 
in the mishna. The halakha with regard to a coin is the excep- 
tion. Because a coin is set-aside from use on Shabbat, one 
might conclude that it may not be used at all; nevertheless, it 
is only prohibited to fasten the cloak on the coin ab initio on 
Shabbat itself. 


Rain in the west — Kawa xW: Apparently, this saying is 
based on the correlation ‘between the weather in northwestern 
Babylonia, the source of the Euphrates River, and the weather 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 


And he made a ritual bath for them in the days of Nisan - ay) vay) 
JD" 12a mp: In the winter, women would certainly immerse themselves 
in ritual baths and not in the cold river. However, here the Gemara em- 
phasizes that even during the month of Nisan, in early spring, he made 
ritual baths for his daughters because of the cold rainwater and melting 
snows (Rabbeinu Nissim). 


That the rain water that fell would not exceed the naturally flowing 
spring water — ponia by poviam iy KW: In the Torah, it is stated: 
“Nevertheless, a fountain or a cistern wherein is a gathering of water shall 
be pure” (Leviticus 11:36). That is the source for the two types of water that 
purify: The first is flowing spring water, and the second is the water of 
a ritual bath, which is collected from rainwater. The Sages rule that the 
water of a ritual bath purifies only when it is gathered in one place and 
not when the waters are flowing. However, spring water purifies even 
when gathered. In that case, though, it no longer has the legal status of 
spring water, which is required to purify a zav among others, but rather 
hat of a ritual bath. 


A woman may fasten on a stone. ..we have arrived at the case of a 
coin -yav Xoy.. axy naya: One could ask: Why it is permissible 
o fasten the garment on a stone ab initio and not on a coin? Ostensibly, 
both have the status of set-aside on Shabbat. Indeed, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, the Sages prohibit fastening a garment on both a coin and a 
stone and only permit doing so on a nut (Rashba). The reason for the 
difference is that a coin is more set aside from use than a stone because 
he coin is designated for a prohibited purpose and it is not a utensil in 
any sense. Therefore, the halakha is more stringent with regard to a coin 
han it is with regard to other set-aside objects. 


HALAKHA 


And he made for them a ritual bath...that the rain water that fell 
would not exceed — pavizt 3y Kow.. mpa ay) PAYI: Since rainwater 
only purifies when gathered in one place, one must make certain not to 
immerse in a river where most of the water is rain water, in accordance 
with the custom of Shmuel's father and the opinion of Rav. Some authori- 
ties permitted immersion in a river which is mostly rain water, relying on 
the opinion of Shmuel that a river is blessed from its source (Josafot; 
Sefer Mitzvot Gedolot; and others). Nevertheless, one should follow the 
stringent ruling (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 201:2). 


A woman may fasten her cloak on a stone — jax by naia: A woman 
may fasten the veil on her head with a stone on Shabbat to prevent it 
from falling off her head. In addition, she may go out into the public 
domain with that same fastener on Shabbat, as long as she designated 
the stone for that purpose before Shabbat (Mishna Berura). If she utilized a 
coin as a fastener, she may not go out with it unless it was fastened before 
Shabbat, in accordance with Abaye's opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat, 19:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:22). 


in the Eretz Yisrael. Since there is relatively little rainfall in Baby- 


lonia, when the water level of the Euphrates would rise, it was a 


result of the abundant rain in the Armenian mountains and their 
surroundings. When there is abundant rainfall in the Armenian 
mountains there is abundant rainfall in Eretz Yisrael as well. 


The river is blessed from its riverbed - J32 7)*D19 KM: 


Although a great deal of rainwater flows into a river from the 
surrounding mountains and streams, a river's current is more 
conspicuously augmented by another source, i.e water that 
penetrates the earth and flows into the underground aquifers 
that increase the water capacity of the river. 
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NOTES 

Artifice — mwa: The difference between the artifice in- 
volved in wearing extra garments and the artifice involved 
in fastening a garment with a nut is that the extra gar- 
ments serve no purpose and it is clear to all that wearing 
them is artifice. However, the nut here serves a purpose 
as a button, at least temporarily, so there is no prohibition 
involved in carrying it (Rabbi Ya'akov Emden). There are 
commentaries who said that if she fastens the garment 
on one nut, it is permissible, but on more than one nut, 
it is prohibited, since that artifice is conspicuous (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


What is the halakha with regard to a case where a 
woman employs artifice and fastens, etc. — DWH 1712 
^17: Since Abaye's dilemma remains unresolved, the 
authorities ruled in accordance with the stringent opinion. 
There is a principle that the halakha is ruled stringently in 
cases of uncertainty with regard to a Torah prohibition. 
Therefore, artifice is prohibited, especially with regard to 
carrying out into the public domain. However, it is permit- 
ted to carry into a karmelit in this manner because carrying 
in a karmelit is only prohibited by rabbinic law (Rif; Rosh; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 19:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:23). 


Perek VI 
Daf66 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


One with an amputated leg may go out on Shab- 
bat with his wooden leg...and Rabbi Yosei prohib- 
its — DİK DP m)... bW 37a xy ywp: The ruling that 
an amputee may not go out with his wooden leg on 
Shabbat applies only when he does not actually sup- 
port himself with the wooden leg, since, in that case, it is 
only for decorative purposes. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 19:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:15). 


His supports — bw nizin: An amputee who fashions 
leather coverings for his knees and walks on them may go 
out with them on Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
301:16). 


NOTES —WW___—_— 
Receptacle for pads [ketitin] — prensa bia ma: Some 
commentaries interpreted ketitin as the flesh and bone 
protruding from an amputated limb. The one who fash- 
ions the prosthesis leaves space for them to prevent pain 
resulting from pressure on the amputated limb (geonim; 
Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam’s Commentary on the 
Mishna). 
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Abaye raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to a case 
where a woman employs artifice" to circumvent the halakha and 
fastens" her garment on a nut in order to take the nut out in a permis- 
sible fashion to her young child in the public domain on Shabbat? 


The Gemara notes: This is a dilemma according to the one who said 
that one may employ artifice when there is a fire on Shabbat. One is 
permitted to wear several layers of garments to take them out of a 
burning house on Shabbat. And this is a dilemma according to the 
one who said that one may not employ artifice when there is a fire 
on Shabbat. 


The Gemara elaborates: This is a dilemma according to the one who 

said that one may employ artifice when there is a fire on Shabbat, as 

the cases are distinct. Perhaps there, artifice is permitted because if 
you do not permit him to take the garments out of the burning house 

in that manner, he will come to extinguish the fire. However, here, 
if you do not permit the woman to employ artifice and take the nut 
out to her child in the public domain, she will not come to take 

it out. 


Or perhaps, even according to one who said that one may not 
employ artifice in the case ofa fire, there is a distinction between the 
cases. There, in the case of a fire, wearing garments is the typical 
manner in which one takes clothing out to the public domain. How- 
ever, here, utilizing a nut as a button is not the typical manner in 
which one takes a nut out to the public domain. Since no Torah pro- 
hibition is violated by doing so, say that she may well employ artifice 
to take the nut out to her son. The Gemara concludes: Let this di- 
lemma stand unresolved. 


MI S HN A One with an amputated leg may go out on 
Shabbat with his wooden leg, as it has the 


legal status of a shoe; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


And Rabbi Yosei prohibits" going out into the public domain with 
the wooden leg, since he does not consider it to have the legal status 
of a shoe. 


And if the wooden leg has a receptacle for pads," a concave space at 
the top of the leg into which pads are placed to cushion the ampu- 
tated leg, it assumes the status of a wooden vessel and can become 
ritually impure. 


And his supports," which are shoes that one who had both ofhis feet 
amputated places on his knees in order to walk on his knees, if a zav 
wears them, they are subject to ritual impurity imparted by treading. 
A zav is a primary source of ritual impurity. If he touches a vessel it 
assumes first-degree ritual impurity status. However, vessels on which 
he treads, sits, lies, or leans become primary sources of ritual impu- 
rity, provided they are designated for that purpose. These supports 
are vessels designated for treading. And one may go out with them 
into the public domain on Shabbat since they have the legal status of 
shoes. And one may enter the Temple courtyard with them. Al- 
though, generally, wearing shoes in the Temple courtyard is prohib- 
ited, in this regard, the supports do not have the legal status of shoes. 


However, if one who is crippled to the extent that he cannot walk at 
all sits on a chair that is attached to him, places supports on his hands, 
and propels himself along with his hands, his chair and supports are 
subject to ritual impurity imparted by treading. And one may not 
go out with them on Shabbat, and one may not enter the Temple 
courtyard with them. 
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Loketamin, which will be explained in the Gemara, are ritually pure 
in the sense that they cannot become ritually impure because they 
are not vessels, and one may not go out with them on Shabbat. 
G E M A Rava said to Rav Nahman: How did we 
learn" the dispute in our mishna? Does 


Rabbi Meir rule that the amputee may go out with a wooden leg and 
foot and Rabbi Yosei prohibits him from doing so? Or is it Rabbi 
Meir who prohibited him from doing so, and Rabbi Yosei’s opinion 
is the lenient one? Rav Nahman said to him: I don’t know. And 
Rava asked: What is the halakha in this matter? Rav Nahman said 
to him: I don’t know. 


It was stated: Shmuel said that the correct reading of the mishna 
is: An amputee may not go out, and Rabbi Yosei permits him to do 
so. And, likewise, Rav Huna said that the correct reading of the 
mishna is: An amputee may not. Rav Yosef said: Since Shmuel 
said that the correct reading of the mishna is: An amputee may not, 
and Rav Huna said: An amputee may not, we will also learn the 
mishna: An amputee may not. 


Rava bar Shira strongly objects to this: And did they not hear that 
Rav Hanan bar Rava taught the mishna to Hiyya bar Rav before 
Rav in a small room [kituna]! in the school of Rav: An amputee 
may not go out on Shabbat with his wooden leg; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. And Rabbi Yosei permits going out with it. 
And Rav signaled him" with a hand gesture to reverse the opinions, 
Rabbi Meir permits going out and Rabbi Yosei prohibits doing so. 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: And the mnemonic to remember 
which tanna permits and which tanna prohibits is samekh samekh. 
The letter samekh appears both in the name Yosei and in the Hebrew 
word for prohibits [oser]. In that way, one remembers that Rabbi 
Yosei is the one who prohibits it. 


The Gemara comments: And even Shmuel, who said that the cor- 
rect reading of the mishna is: An amputee may not, and Rabbi Yosei 
permits it, reversed his opinion. As we learned in a mishna: The 
halitza ceremony, which frees a childless widow from the obligation 
to enter into levirate marriage with her brother-in-law, involves the 
widow removing her brother-in-law’s sandal from his foot. If she 
removed a sandal" that is not his, or a wooden sandal, or the 
sandal of the left foot that was on his right foot, the halitza is 
valid. 


And we said: Who is the tanna who holds that a wooden sandal is 
considered a shoe for this purpose? Shmuel said: It is Rabbi Meir, 
as we learned ina mishna: An amputee may go out with his wood- 
en leg, this is the statement of Rabbi Meir, and Rabbi Yosei pro- 
hibits" doing so. Ultimately, Shmuel accepted Rav’s reading of the 
mishna. 


And Rav Huna also reversed his opinion, as it was taught in a ba- 
raita: With regard to a plasterers’ sandal™ worn by those who work 
with lime and would cover their leather shoes with a shoe woven 
from straw or reeds so that the leather shoes would not get ruined 
by the lime. If the plasterer is a zav and walks with his shoes covered, 
the shoe covering is subject to ritual impurity imparted by 
treading," as the legal status of that sandal is that of a shoe. A wom- 
an may perform halitza with it, and one may go out with it on 
Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And the Rabbis did 
not agree with him. 


The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that they agreed with 
him? Rav Huna said in resolution of this apparent contradiction: 
Who is the Sage whose opinion is referred to in the phrase: They 
agreed with him? It is Rabbi Meir. And who is the Sage whose 
opinion is referred to in the phrase: They did not agree with him? 
It is Rabbi Yosei. Even Rav Huna accepted Rav’s reading of the 
mishna that Rabbi Yosei prohibits going out with a wooden leg. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
How did we learn — p737: This question and others like 
it are based on the existence of two variant readings of the 
same mishna, each of which had equal distribution. The 
version in the Babylonian Talmud is: Rabbi Yosei prohibits, 
while the version in the Jerusalem Talmud is: Rabbi Meir 
prohibits. Since the principle is that the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in disputes with 
Rabbi Meir, the ruling in this issue depends on ascertain- 
ing the correct version of the mishna. 


And Rav signaled him - 31 mh nma: From the descrip- 
tions of similar instances, it is assumed that Rav was pray- 
ing and did not want to speak and interrupt his prayer. 
Therefore, he gestured with his hand that the opinions 
should be reversed. 


If she removed a sandal — Yoa abn: n the context 
of the halakhot of halitza, the dissolution of the levirate 
ies between a childless widow and her brother-in-law, 
he Torah states: “She will remove his shoe from on his 
oot” (Deuteronomy 25:9). The Sages sought to delineate 
precisely the details of removing the shoe by defining 
he meaning of the terms “his foot” and “his shoe.” This 
mishna identifies his shoe as the shoe he is wearing, even 
if it does not belong to him and even if the shoe does not 
fit. Apparently, they disagreed whether a wooden shoe 
alls into the category of “his shoe,’ or whether it does not 
because it contains no leather. 


Rabbi Yosei prohibits - pix pi 237: Many of the com- 
mentaries explain that the reason that going out into the 
public domain with a prosthetic leg is prohibited is not 
because the prosthetic leg is not considered footwear. 
Rather, it is due to the concern that if the amputee walks 
with it on Shabbat, it might fall off and he may come to 
carry it (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam). 


Plasterers’ sandal — 71D bw bap: Some commentaries 
explain that this a tool used by plasterers that resembles a 
shoe in its appearance. The plasterers utilized it to smooth 
the plaster on walls. Occasionally, they wore these sandals 
on their feet (geonim). 


Ritual impurity imparted by treading - DYTA Niav: Ritual 
impurity imparted by treading, by means of which a ves- 
sel used by a zav becomes impure, requires that certain 
conditions are met. One of them is that the vessel must 
be specifically designated for that use, e.g., sitting or tread- 
ing. Rashi interprets the discussion in the Talmud based 
exclusively on that principle. The amoraic dispute revolves 
around the question as to what extent certain vessels are 
specifically designated for a particular use. 

Another condition is that the zav must lean on the ves- 
sel in question consistently and with most of his weight. 
According to most commentaries, the distinctions in the 
mishna and the Gemara are based on the difference be- 
tween vessels that the zav leans on with all his weight and 
those that provide support or serve a decorative purpose. 


LANGUAGE 


Small room [kituna] — K3iwp: From the Greek Kortwv, 
koiton, meaning bedroom or children’s room. 


HALAKHA 

Plasterers’ sandal - 71D by Sap: A wooden sandal of 
plasterers becomes ritually impure when worn by a zav, 
in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi and Rabbi Meir 
and according to the interpretation that the one who 
disputed their opinions was Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
in disputes with one of his colleagues (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 25:18). 
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HALAKHA =—=—W¥W¥_—__—___- 
And if the wooden leg has a receptacle — bap ma b WDN: 
An artificial leg that has a receptacle for pads can become 
ritually impure and even become a primary source of ritual 
impurity when used by a zav, in accordance with the mishna 
and the opinion of Rava. The halakha is in accordance with 
Rava's opinion in disputes with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 25:19). 


The wagon of a small child - 1} by may: A child's wagon 
can become ritually impure, even with impurity imparted by 
the treading of a zav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 25:16). 


Walking stick, typically used by the elderly — m39? by bpn: 
An elderly person's cane cannot become ritually impure be- 
cause it is a wooden utensil without a receptacle. In addition, 
because the elderly person does not lean most of his weight 
on it, it does not become impure with impurity imparted by 
the treading of a zav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 25:17). 
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Rav Yosef said: Who is the Sage whose opinion is referred to in 
the phrase: They did not agree with Rabbi Akiva? It is Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri. As we learned in a mishna: A receptacle 
made of straw and a tube made of reeds, Rabbi Akiva deems 
these vessels capable of becoming ritually impure, and Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri deems them pure, i.e., incapable of becoming 
ritually impure because they are not vessels. According to Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri, straw objects are not considered vessels fit 
for use. 


It was taught in a baraita that the Master said: A plasterers’ san- 
dal is subject to ritual impurity imparted by treading. The Ge- 
mara asks: How could that be? These sandals are not made for 
walking. Rav Aha bar Rav Ulla said: They are used for walking, 
as, at times, the plasterer walks in them until he reaches his 
house. 


We learned in the mishna: And if the wooden leg has a recepta- 
cle" for pads, it is capable of becoming ritually impure. Abaye 
said: It is subject to ritual impurity due to contact with ritual 
impurity imparted by a corpse, and it is not subject to ritual 
impurity imparted by treading. If a zav uses a wooden leg it 
merely assumes first-degree ritual impurity status, since he cannot 
lean all his weight on it. Rava said: The artificial foot is even 
subject to ritual impurity imparted by treading. 


Rava said: From where do I derive to say this halakha? As we 
learned in a mishna: The wagon ofa small child" utilized to teach 
him to walk (Tosafot) is subject to ritual impurity imparted by 
treading, since its purpose is to lean on it. And Abaye said: The 
two cases are not comparable. There, in the case of the wagon, he 
leans all his weight on it; here, in the case of the wooden leg, he 
does not lean all his weight on it. 


Abaye said: From where do I derive to say this halakha? As it was 
taught in a baraita: A walking stick, typically used by the elderly," 
is pure, i.e., incapable of becoming ritually impure from any form 
of ritual impurity. Apparently, an object upon which one does not 
lean all his weight is not subject to ritual impurity imparted by 
treading. 


And how does Rava respond to this proof? He says that there is 
a distinction between the cases: There, in the case of a walking 
stick used by the elderly, 


it is made merely to align his steps and straighten his posture. He 
does not completely lean all his weight on it. Here, in the case of 
a wooden leg, it is made to lean on, and in fact he leans all his 
weight on it. 


It was taught in the mishna that the supports of a zav and his chair 
are subject to ritual impurity imparted by treading, and one may 
not go out with them on Shabbat, and one may not enter into 
the Temple courtyard with them. 


The tanna, who recited mishnayot before Rabbi Yohanan, taught 
the opposite halakha in the mishna: One may enter into the 
Temple courtyard with them. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: I teach that a woman may perform 
halitza with this support, as it has the legal status of a shoe in 
every sense, and you say that one may enter the Temple court- 
yard? Teach the mishna in the following manner: One may not 
enter into the Temple courtyard with them. 
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We learned in the mishna that loketamin' are pure. The Gemara 
asks: What are loketamin?™ Rabbi Abbahu said: They are wooden 
toys in the shape of a donkey one carried on the shoulders, creating 
the impression that the donkey is riding him. Rava bar Pappa said: 
They are stilts used to avoid getting dirty when walking in mud or 
for amusement. Rava bar Rav Huna said: They are masks 
[peramei].\® 


MISHN A “2228 boys may go out on Shabbat with 


knots as a folk remedy and princes with 
bells. And any person is permitted to go out on Shabbat with those 
objects; however, the Sages spoke in the present, addressing situ- 
ations that were prevalent. 


re E M A RA We learned in the mishna that young boys 

may go out on Shabbat with knots. The Ge- 
mara asks: What are these knots? Adda Mari said that Rav Nahman 
bar Barukh said that Rav Ashi bar Avin said that Rav Yehuda said: 


They are garlands of the madder" plant that are tied for their me- 
dicinal qualities. 


Abaye said: Mother, actually his foster mother, said to me about 
the healing properties of madder: Three garlands maintain the ill- 
ness at its present state and prevent it from worsening, five garlands 
heal the illness, and seven are effective even against sorcery. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: And that benefit provided by the madder 
plant is specifically in a case where one on whom the knots were 
tied does not look at the sun and the moon, and does not see rain, 
and hears neither the sound of clanging iron, nor the sound of 
the hen, nor the sound of footsteps. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said: If that is the case, the remedial powers of the madder fell in 
a pit, i.e., if so many conditions exist, for all intents and purposes it 
provides no benefit at all. 


The Gemara asks: If these knots in the madder plant have remedial 
qualities, why specifically were boys mentioned in the mishna? 
Even girls can benefit from the cure as well. By the same token, why 
specifically were young boys mentioned in the mishna? Even 
adults can benefit from the cure as well. 


Rather, what are these knots? Like that which Avin bar Huna said 
that Rav Hama bar Gurya said: A son who has longings for his 
father’ and has a difficult time leaving him, the father takes a strap 
from the right shoe and ties it on the boy’s left arm as a talisman 
to help the child overcome his longings. These feelings are more 
common in small children and especially in boys for their fathers, 
as fathers were more involved in raising their sons than they were 
in raising their daughters. Therefore, the Sages allowed specifically 
young boys to go out with these knots. With regard to this practice, 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: And your mnemonic for where to 
tie the strap is phylacteries, which are tied by the right hand on the 
left arm. And the opposite, tying the strap from the left shoe onto 
his right arm, is dangerous because it will exacerbate his longings. 


= NOTES . 


What are loketamin - povp I: The synonyms for loketamin 
cited in the Gemara were themselves not understood over the 
course of the generations and several interpretations were 
suggested. Some authorities explained that hamra deakfa is 
a prosthetic, wooden arm for amputees (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
Some commentaries explain that peramei is as a type of bib that 
was hung around the neck of small children or the very elderly 
so that their saliva would not drip on their garments (Arukh). 


Garlands of madder [pua] - KiB HWP: One commentary 
translated pua as a wig, a variation of the word pea, from which 
they pluck hairs to make garlands (Meiri). However, the other 
commentaries and the Jerusalem Talmud taught that it is a 


plant. In the Jerusalem Talmud, other numbers of garlands that 
determine its medicinal efficacy were suggested: Five, seven, 
and nine. 


A son who has longings for his father - vax by pyy Wow 12: 

Ostensibly, the Gemara is referring to knots tied for small chil- 
dren. Since small children are not obligated in the performance 
of mitzvot, why is the Gemara discussing this halakha? Some 
commentaries taught that the father is the one who moves the 
laces in his son’s shoes as a talisman (Meri). Other authorities 
maintain that it is referring to a son who has reached the age of 
majority, thirteen, whose father died. He performs this practice 
to alleviate his sorrow (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


LANGUAGE 
Loketamin — poop: Apparently, the primary reading is 
anktamin from the Greek övoç Kat’ wpwy, onos kat’ omon, 
meaning a donkey on the shoulder. Therefore, the interpre- 
tation of Rabbi Abbahu, who was from Eretz Yisrael and an 
expert in Greek, is closest to the etymology of the word. 


Masks [peramei] — 731: According to this reading, this word 
may be from the Latin ‘forma, meaning form or mask. How- 
ever, according to the variant reading pedameéi, it is from the 
Middle Persian padam, a ritual kerchief worn by Zoroastrian 
priests over the mouth while officiating at a sacred fire. 


= HALAKHA © 
One may not go out with loketamin — povpiba PREP prs: 
One may not go out on Shabbat with the image of a donkey 
made by clowns, with stilts, or with masks because all the 
suggested interpretations of the loketamin in the Gemara 
were accepted as halakha (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:20). 


_ BACKGROUND Ž 


Masks — 91078: 


Mask of a Roman actor from the mishnaic period 
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HALAKHA 

Overturning a cup — XD3»DINb: It is permitted to place 
a cup that had hot water emptied out of it but which 
remains very hot on one’s navel. Similarly, it is permitted 
to place the cup there in order to raise a sunken navel 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:31, Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:40, 43). 

Oil and salt on Shabbat - nawa mon yaw: One may 
smear a mixture of oil and salt (Eliya Rabba) on his palms 


on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
21:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:41). 


Swaddling a baby - xpi» 9b: It is permitted to tight- 


ly swaddle a baby to align dislocated limbs on Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:31). 


NOTES 
To strangle on Shabbat - nawa pand: According to the 
geonim, explain this method of healing i is performed 
for an adult suffering from intestinal pain. Pressure is 
applied to one’s throat in a procedure that looks like 


strangulation, but eventually the intestinal pain passes. 
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On the topic of the use of various forms of healing and medici- 
nal practices and their permissibility on Shabbat, the Gemara 
cites additional statements by that Sage on these topics. Avin 
bar Huna said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said: With regard to 
overturning an empty cup" in which there had been hot water 
and placing it on one’s navel’ for healing purposes on Shabbat, 
he may well do so. 


And Avin bar Huna said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said: It is 
permissible to smear oil and salt on oneself on Shabbat." 


As in this case of Rav Huna, who departed from the house of 
Rav, and Rav, who departed from the house of Rabbi Hiyya, 
and Rabbi Hiyya, who departed from the house of Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi, when they were drunk, the rabbi would bring 

oil and salt and rub them on the palms of their hands and the 

soles of their feet and say: Just as this oil is clear, so let the 

wine of so-and-so, son of so-and-so, his mother, become clear. 
In other words, let them become sober. And if he could not 
bring oil and salt, or if they did not work, he would bring the 

sealing clay of a barrel and soakit in water and say: Just as this 

sealing clay is clear, so let the wine of so-and-so, son of so- 
and-so, become clear. 


And Avin bar Huna said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said: It is 
permitted to strangle," i.e., tightly bandage the neck of one 
whose vertebra was dislocated in order to reset it, on Shabbat." 


And Avin bar Huna said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said: With 
regard to tightly swaddling a baby" born on Shabbat in order 
to align any limbs that may have been dislocated in birth, one 
may well do so. 


There were different versions with regard to the halakhot of Avin 
bar Huna. Rav Pappa taught two halakhot with regard to chil- 
dren in his name and Rav Zevid taught one halakha with regard 
to a child in his name. The Gemara explains: Rav Pappa taught 
two halakhot with regard to children, and he taught both of 
them in the name of Avin bar Huna, i.e., the halakha with re- 
gard to knots and the halakha with regard to swaddling. Rav 
Zevid taught one halakha with regard to a child. The first, with 
regard to knots, he taught in the name of Avin bar Huna. And 
this, with regard to swaddling, he taught in the name of Rabba 
bar bar Hana, as Rabba bar bar Hana said: With regard to 
tightly swaddling a baby on Shabbat, one may well do so. 


The Gemara cites additional statements said by Abaye in the 
name of the woman who raised him with regard to remedies. 
Abaye said, Mother said to me: All incantations that are re- 
peated are intoned using the name of the mother of the one 
requiring the incantation, and all knots tied for the purpose of 
healing are tied on the left. 


And Abaye said, Mother said to me: All incantations for 
which the number of times they must be intoned is specified, 
one recites them as they are specified; and those for which the 
number of times they must be intoned is not specified, one 
recites them forty-one times. 


Overturning a cup on one’s navel — 13x NDD*DIND: According 
to Rashi’s explanation, the Gemara is apparently discussing a treat- 
ment similar to cupping glasses, which was common practice un- 
til recent times. From a medical perspective, the treatment works 
by increasing the flow of blood to a certain area. In the Rambam's 
opinion, it is speaking in this context of using cupping glasses to 
restore the intestines to their place by drawing the skin outwards. 


BACKGROUND 
To strangle - pany: According to Rashi, this refers to the realign- 
ment of a displaced vertebra in the neck. A similar treatment is still 
in use today. However, the geonim explain that this strangulation 
involves applying pressure to the veins in the neck for medicinal 
purposes. In various cases, such as paroxysmal tachycardia, pres- 
sure is indeed applied to the veins in the neck and to the vagus 
nerve. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: One may go out with a 
preservation stone, which prevent miscarriages, on Shabbat. 
They said in the name of Rabbi Meir that one may go out even 
with the counterweight of a preservation stone;" i.e., a stone 
or another object that was weighed against and found equivalent 
to the weight of the preservation stone, which is also effective. 
And this leniency applies not only to a woman who miscarried 
in the past and is concerned that she may miscarry again; rather, 
it applies even to a woman who never miscarried and is 
concerned lest she miscarry for the first time. And it applies 
not only to a woman who is aware that she is pregnant; rather, 
it applies even if a woman suspects that she may become 
pregnant and miscarry. Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya said in the 
name of Abaye: And this applies only when he happened upon 
an object that was found equal to the preservation stone when 
he weighed it against that stone, not when one alters the object 
to equal the weight of the preservation stone. Abaye raised a 
dilemma: With regard toa counterweight to the counterweight, 
i.e, one who finds an object and determines its weight by 
weighing it against the counterweight of the preservation stone, 
what is its legal status? May a woman go out into the public 
domain with it? The Gemara concludes: Let this dilemma stand 
unresolved. 


And Abaye said, Mother said to me: To heal a fever of one 
day,’ let one take a pale, i.e., newly minted, dinar and go to the 
salt pools, and weigh its weight in salt against it, and let him 
bind the salt to the opening of the neckline of his garment with 
a thread made of hair. 


And if this remedy is not effective, let him sit at a crossroads, 
and when he sees a large ant carrying something, he should 
take the ant and place it in a copper tube, and close it with 
lead, and seal it with sixty seals, and shake it, and lift it, and 
say to it: Your burden is upon me and my burden, my fever, is 
upon you. Rav Aha, son of Rav Huna, said to Rav Ashi: And 
perhaps a different person already found this ant and used this 
remedy to end his illness. In that case, by accepting the burden 
of the ant, he is bringing another’s illness upon himself. Rather, 
let him say to the ant: My burden and your burden are upon 
you. 


And if that remedy is not effective, let him take a new jug, and 
go to the river, and say to it: River, river, lend me a jug of 
water for a guest who happened to come to me. And let him 
turn it around his head seven times, and pour out the water 
behind him, and say to it: River, river, take back the water that 
you gave me because the guest who happened to come to me 
came on its day and left on its day. 


Rav Huna said: 


For tertian fever,’ which afflicts one every three days, let one 
bring seven thorns from seven palm trees, and seven slivers 
from seven beams, and seven pegs from seven bridges, and 
seven types of ashes from seven ovens, and seven types of dust 
from seven door sockets, the hole in which the hinge of the 
door revolves, and seven types of tar from seven boats, and 
seven cumin seeds, and seven hairs from the beard of an old 
dog, and let him bind it to the opening of the neckline of his 
garment with a thread made of hair. 


HALAKHA 


One may go out with a preservation stone, etc. — 
^ad mapa JAKA pyi: One may go out with a preser- 
vation stone and with the counterweight of a preserva- 
tion stone on Shabbat, but he may not go out with the 

counterweight of the counterweight of a preservation 

stone because the ruling is stringent in unresolved di- 
lemmas in ritual matters (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil- 
khot Shabbat 19:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:24). 


BACKGROUND 
Preservation stone — mp J2X%: 


Recreation of a stone amulet from the talmudic period used as a 
talisman to prevent miscarriages 


Fever of one day - xa? na KAW: This refers to ma- 
laria quotidiana that attacks the person each day of his 
illness. This term is used to distinguish between this 
illness and tertian fever. 


NOTES 

Even with the counterweight of a preservation 
stone -= mpa tax Spwna 4x: Abaye raised a dilemma 
whether or not the counterweight to a counterweight 
of a preservation stone is effective. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Let the dilemma stand unresolved. That conclu- 
sion does not address the effectiveness of the counter- 
weight of a counterweight, which is a medicinal rather 
than a halakhic issue. Rather, it addresses the halakhot 
of carrying out on Shabbat. Since the benefit of this 
object remains unclear, is it permitted to carry out that 
stone on Shabbat? The dilemma remains unresolved. 


BACKGROUND 


Tertian fever - xan AWE: The illness is called tertian 
fever because the fever recurs every three days. 
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BACKGROUND 
Burning fever — xn vay xIx: This is apparently an 
extremely high fever from which the patient suffers. 


Bush — 3T: In this context, the bush is one of the 
types of Rubus raspberries from the Rosaceae fam- 
ily. The raspberry is an extremely thorny, low bush 
with thin stems. The leaves of the plant have three to 
five non-deciduous leaflets. The flowers are pink or 
white. When ripe, the fruit is reddish-black and edible. 
Raspberry bushes form thickets along the banks of 
rivers. Within the raspberry family, the holy bramble, 
Rubus sanguineus Frivaldszk, is the most widespread 
in Eretz Yisrael. 


Branch of the holy bramble bush 


Boils — xwa: Apparently, this term refers to an ab- 
scess or boils. 


Wound [kippa] - 793: According to Rashi, kippa is a 
swollen, subcutaneous, pus-filled boil. Rashi’s teach- 
ers explained it as epilepsy. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: For healing a burning fever,’ let one take 
a knife that is made entirely of iron, including the handle, and 
let him go to a place where there is a bush’ and tie a string of 
hair to it. 


On the first day, let him carve the bush a little, and recite:" 
“And an angel of the Lord appeared to him in a flame of fire 

from within the bush and he looked and behold the bush was 

aflame in fire and the bush was not consumed” (Exodus 3:2). On 

the following day, let him carve the bush a little more and re- 
cite: “And Moses said: I will turn aside now, and see this great 

sight, why the bush is not burned” (Exodus 3:3). On the follow- 
ing day, let him carve the bush a little more and recite: “And 

the Lord saw that he turned aside to see and God called to him 

within the bush and said: Moses, Moses, and he said: Here I am” 
(Exodus 3:4). 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: And let him say: “And 
the Lord said: Do not come close, take off your shoes from 
your feet, for the place on which you stand is holy ground” 
(Exodus 3:5). This verse is more suited to be recited as an incan- 
tation to cure a fever. Rather, on the first day, let him recite the 
first two verses: “And an angel of the Lord appeared to him in 
a flame of fire from within the bush and he looked and behold 
the bush was aflame in fire and the bush was not consumed,” as 
well as, “And Moses said: I will turn aside now and see.” And on 
the following day, let him recite: “And the Lord saw that he 
turned aside to see.’ And on the following day, let him recite: 
“And the Lord said: Do not come close, take off your shoes from 
your feet, for the place on which you stand is holy ground” 
(Exodus 3:5). 


And when he carves the bush, let him lower himself and cut it 
close to the ground, and recite as follows: The bush, the bush; 
not because you are higher than all trees did the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, rest His Divine Presence upon you. Rather, it 
is because you are lower than all trees did the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, rested His Divine Presence upon you. And just 
as the fire saw Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah and fled from 
before them, so too, let the fire of the fever see so-and-so, son 
of so-and-so, his mother, flee from before him. 


For healing boils,” let him recite as follows: Baz, Bazya, Mas, 
Masya, Kas, Kasya, Sharlai, and Amarlai, these are the angels 

who were sent from the land of Sodom and this was all in order 
to heal painful boils. Bazakh, Bazikh, Bazbazikh, Masmasikh, 
Kamon, Kamikh, may your appearance remain with you, may 
your appearance remain with you, i.e., the boils should not 

grow redder. May your place remain with you, i.e., they should 

not spread, may your, the boils’, seed be like one who is barren 

and like a mule that is not fruitful and does not multiply, so 

too, do not increase and do not multiply in the body of so- 
and-so, son of so-and-so. 


For healing a wound,’ let him recite as follows: A drawn sword 
and a readied sling, its name shall not be ache, sickness, and 
pains. 


NOTES 


And let him go to a place where there is a bush...let him carve 
the bush a little and recite, etc. - ..KYTM XBT KITY Syd) 
3) x?) NAD ma pin: The question was raised in Tosafot 
with regard to utilizing verses from the Torah as a talisman or as a 
remedy, especially since this practice is known to be strictly pro- 
hibited to the extent that one who chants verses over a wound has 
no share in the World-to-Come. They answer that in a dangerous 
situation it is permissible. The Meiri explains that since one is not 
merely chanting incantations and the main element of the healing 
involves carving out the bush, it is not prohibited to recite verses 


hat support an action. Another commentary explains that here 
he intention is to heal the soul as well as the body. The verses and 
he incantations speak of the significance of humility and modesty. 
The intention is for the sick person to repent and consequently be 
healed from his illness (Maharsha). 


The verses for healing fever - nN3p7 myab DaDa: Although 
a fever is called fire for obvious reasons, it is clearly not an actual 
fire. Nevertheless, all the verses speaking of the burning bush lend 
hemselves to a double meaning; both the depiction of Moses’ 
encounter with the bush and as an allusion to fever (see Rashi). 
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To be saved from a demon, let him recite as follows: You were 
stopped up, stopped up you were. Cursed, broken, and ex- 
communicated be the demon called bar Tit bar Tamei bar 
Tina as Shamgaz, Merigaz, and Istemai. 


To be saved from the demon of the bathroom, let him recite 
as follows: On the head ofa lion and on the nose of a lioness 
we found the demon named bar Shirika Panda. With a bed 
of leeks I felled him, and with the jaw of the donkey I struck 
him. 


We learned in the mishna that princes may go out with bells, 
and the same is true for anyone else. The Gemara asks: Who is 
the tanna who holds that all people of Israel are permitted to 
conduct themselves like princes with regard to going out with 
precious ornaments? Rabbi Oshaya said: It is Rabbi Shimon, 
who said: All of Israel are princes. Therefore, precious orna- 
ments are suitable for every person of Israel. They will neither 
remove them to show to others nor will they remove them due 
to concern that people will think them pretentious. Rava said: 
The mishna is referring to a case where the bell is woven into 
his garment," obviating the concern lest he remove it, and the 
halakha in the mishna is in accordance with the statements of 
all tanna’im, not merely the statement of Rabbi Shimon. 


habbat with a lo- 
MISHN A 222 227 8° out on Shabbat with a lo 


cust egg," and with a fox tooth, and 
with a nail from the crucified, for the purpose of healing; this 
is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The Rabbis prohibit using 
these remedies even during the week, due to the prohibition 
of following the ways of the Amorite. These are superstitious 
beliefs and the customs of gentiles from which one must dis- 


tance oneself. 
G E M A We learned in the mishna that in Rabbi 
Meir’s opinion one may go out on 
Shabbat with a locust egg, and a fox tooth, and with a nail from 
the crucified as a talisman or a cure. The Gemara explains the 
nature of each: One may go out with a locust egg, as they use 
it as a talisman to cure an earache;" and with a fox tooth, as 
they use it as a talisman for sleep; the tooth ofa live fox for one 
who sleeps too much to wake him up, and the tooth of a dead 
fox for one who does not sleep. And one may go out with a 
nail from the crucified, as they use it as a talisman for curing 
infection. 


We learned in the mishna that going out with those objects is 
permitted on Shabbat for the purpose of healing; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. 


With regard to the halakha in the mishna, the Gemara cites 
Abaye and Rava, who both said: Anything that contains an 
element of healing" and seems to be effective does not contain 
an element of the prohibition against following the ways of the 
Amorite.’ There is no cause for suspicion of one who engages 
in their practice, gentile or Jew. 


NOTES 


As they use it to cure an earache [shihala] - xdov "YT: 
Rashi, based on the geonim, explains shihala as an earache. It is 
explicitly stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that the locust’s egg is 
a remedy for an earache. However, the Rambam and the Rosh 
both interpret shihala as thigh pain, and they find a similar term 
in the Mishna, shahol, meaning a dislocated thigh. 


The ways of the Amorite and healing — AIP "AKT DTT: 

any of the customs and healing practices detailed in the sev- 
enth and eighth chapters of the Josefta of this tractate, also 
nown as the Amorite chapters, are prohibited as ways of the 
Amorites, i.e., superstitious beliefs. Every superstitious belief, 


incantation, and divination falls under the rubric of several To- 
rah prohibitions. The prohibition of divination and soothsaying 
comes from the verse: "There must not be found among you. ..a 
soothsayer, an enchanter, a witch” (Deuteronomy 18:10), among 
others. In addition, there is the general prohibition: “And in their 
statutes do not walk” (Leviticus 18:3). Nevertheless, the state- 
ments of Abaye and Rava as well as those in the Josefta are to 
be understood in the broadest possible manner. Any practice 
that was attempted and found to be an effective remedy, even 
if there is no clear scientific rationale for its effectiveness, may 
be utilized based on the empirical evidence. 


HALAKHA 


With bells. ..where the bell is woven into his garment — 
SDDS YW... /3ta: One may go out on Shabbat with bells 
woven into the fabric of a garment. If they are not woven 
into the fabric, it is prohibited, unless they are attached to 
the garment in a standard manner. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 19:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:23). 


One may go out with a locust egg, etc. - n%¥33 pxyP 
^D Sinn: One may go out with a locust egg or with a 
fox tooth or with a nail from the crucified both on Shabbat 
and during the week. This is based on the version of Rabbi 
Yosei’s statements in the Jerusalem Talmud. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Even in 
the Babylonian Talmud, the discussion revolves around 
the lenient opinion, a further indication that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 301:27). 


Anything that contains an element of healing — 137 bs 
7151 O11 ia ww: A particular remedy that is tested and 
found effective is not included in the prohibition against 
the ways of the Amorites (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:27). 
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HALAKHA 
And will cry: Impure, impure — 7 KAY Nabi: Lepers 
and others who are ritually impure must announce that 
they are impure to enable others to keep their distance 
from them (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 
10:8). 


Perek VI 
Daf 67 Amud b 


NOTES 


Term of idolatry — 7% 7Tiay yw: As mentioned above, 
all ways of the Amorites have some element of idolatry 
or are at least peripherally connected to the prohibitions 
against witchcraft, divination, and soothsaying: “There 
must not be found among you...a soothsayer, an en- 
chanter, a witch” (Deuteronomy 18:10). However, Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that the expressions cited in the Gemara in 
particular contain ancient vestiges of idolatry and must 
be forcefully attacked, even though the one who utters 
them merely intends them as superstitious enchantments. 
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The Gemara asks: Is that to say by inference that if it is does not 
contain an element of healing, it does contain an element of the 
prohibition against following the ways of the Amorite? Wasn’t it 
taught in a baraita: A tree that sheds its fruit prematurely, one 
paints it and colors it with red paint and loads it with stones? 
Granted, he is permitted to load it with stones because that action 
produces an actual benefit, i.e., he does that so that its strength 
will weaken. Sometimes a tree sheds its fruits prematurely due to 
excessive blossoming. Sustaining those blossoms taxes the tree, 
rendering it incapable of sustaining the fruits that grow from the 
blossoms. The stones were used to slightly weaken the tree when 
blossoming, thereby reducing the number of blossoms that the tree 
must nourish. However, painting it with red paint, what healing 
is he performing with that action? 


The Gemara explains: He does so so that people will see the tree 
and pray for mercy for it. As it was taught in a baraita with regard 
to the verse: “And the leper in whom the plague is, his clothes shall 
be ripped and the hair of his head shall grow long and he will put 
a covering upon his upper lip and will cry: Impure, impure” (Le- 
viticus 13:45)." The leper publicizes the fact that he is ritually im- 
pure because he must announce his pain to the masses, and the 
masses will pray for mercy on his behalf. Ravina said: In accor- 
dance with whose opinion do we hang bunches of unripe dates 
ona palm tree that casts offits dates? According to that tanna who 
taught that one must publicize his pain to the masses. 


The tanna recited the chapter of the Tosefta discussing the actions 

of the Amorites before Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin. Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Avin said to him: All those enumerated there contain an element 
of the prohibition against following the ways of the Amorite, ex- 
cept for these: One who has a bone in his throat brings a bone 

from the same species as the bone that is stuck in his throat, and 

places it on his skull, and says as follows: One by one descend 

and be swallowed, swallow and descend one by one. That does 

not contain an element of the prohibition against following the 

ways of the Amorite. 


For a fish bone stuck in the throat, let him say as follows: You are 
stuck like a needle, locked as a shutter, go down, go down. 


After some discussion of the ways of the Amorite, the Gemara cites 
additional statements from the Amorite chapter in the Tosefta and 
from other sources on this topic. One who says: My fortune be 
fortunate [gad gaddi] and be not weary by day or by night; that 
statement contains an element of the ways of the Amorite. Rab- 
bi Yehuda says: That is more severe than the ways of the Amorite, 
as gad is nothing other than a term of idolatry," as it is stated: 


“And you that forsake the Lord, that forget My holy mountain, that 


prepare a table for Gad, and that offer mingled wine in full mea- 
sure unto Meni” (Isaiah 65:11). Gad gaddi is a form of prayer to an 
idol. 


One who requests that he be called by his wife’s name and she be 
called by his name for good fortune, his request contains an ele- 
ment of the ways of the Amorite. 


One who says: Let my barrels be strengthened [donu danei], that 

contains an element of the ways of the Amorite. Rabbi Yehuda 

says: That is more severe than the ways of the Amorite, as Dan is 

nothing other than a term of idol worship, as it is stated: “They 

that swear by the sin of Samaria and say: As your god Dan lives” 
(Amos 8:14). 
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One who hears a raven calling and is concerned about a bad 
omen and says to the raven: Scream, and says to the female 
raven: Whistle and turn your tail to me for the best; those 
statements contain an element of the ways of the Amorite. 


One who says: Slaughter this rooster" that calls out in the 
evening and says: Slaughter this chicken that calls out like a 
male rooster; those statements contain an element of the ways 
of the Amorite. 


One who says: I will drink and leave over, I will drink and 
leave over," so that his wine will increase; that statement con- 
tains an element of the ways of the Amorite. 


One who cracks eggs on a wall and smears them in front of 
the chicks; that series of actions contains an element of the 
ways of the Amorite. 


And one who stirs the pot in front of chicks as an auspicious 
practice so they do not die; that action contains an element of 
the ways of the Amorite. 


A woman who dances and counts the chicks until she reaches 
the number of seventy-one chicks, so they won't die; her ac- 
tion contains an element of the ways of the Amorite. 


A woman who dances to ensure that the kutah, a spice made 
from whey salt and bread, that she is preparing will be success- 
ful, and a woman who silences bystanders to ensure that the 
lentils will cook properly, and a woman who screams to ensure 
that the pearl barley will cook properly; all these contain an 
element of the ways of the Amorite. 


A woman who urinates in front of her pot so it will cook 
quickly; that action contains an element of the ways of the 
Amorite. 


But one may put a chip of mulberry wood and shards of glass 
in the pot so it will cook quickly, as doing so is effective and 
not merely superstition. And the Rabbis prohibit shards of 
glass not due to superstition; rather, due to the danger involved 
if the glass is not strained out completely. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: One may place a lump of salt 
into a candle so it will burn brightly; that is effective and not 
merely for good fortune, so there is no element of the ways of 
the Amorites involved. And similarly, one may put mud or clay 
under a candle so it will burn longer. 


Rav Zutra said: He who covers an oil lamp or who uncovers 
a kerosene lamp for no purpose violates the prohibition: Do 
not destroy, since by doing so the fuel burns more quickly. 


One who says while drinking: Wine and life to the mouth of 
the Sages, this does not fall into the category of the ways of 
the Amorite. There was an incident with Rabbi Akiva who 
made a banquet for his son, and over each and every cup he 
brought he said: Wine and life to the mouth of the Sages, 
wine and life to the mouth of the Sages and to the mouth of 
their students. 


HALAKHA 

Slaughter this rooster, etc. — 3) m Sunn Wm: It is 
prohibited to say: Slaughter this rooster who calls arvit, 
which can be interpreted either as this rooster who calls 
like a raven or this rooster who calls in the evening, or: 
Slaughter this chicken who calls like a rooster. There 
are authorities who permitted this incantation if one 
does not explicitly state the reason for his desire to 
slaughter the birds (see Sefer Hasidim and the Responsa 
of the Maharil; Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Kokhavim 11:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 179:3). 


NOTES 

| will drink and leave over — nite) nnwy: There are 
variant readings of this matter. Nevertheless, there is a 
fundamental principle in these chapters in the Tosefta 
that any practice or incantation that is deemed auspi- 
cious, especially when it is stated after the fact, con- 
tains an element of the ways of the Amorites. However, 
any expression that contains an element of prayer or 
supplication is considered like any other prayer and 
is permitted. 
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In this chapter numerous halakhot with regard to garments, ornaments, and other 
items that a person bears on his body were elucidated; those with which it is per- 
mitted to go out into the public domain and those with which it is prohibited were 
enumerated. 


A general distinction was made between men’s ornaments and women’s ornaments, 
based on the assumption that many ornaments suitable for one gender are a burden 
for the other. In the category of women’s ornaments, it was established that a woman 
is prohibited to go out into the public domain on Shabbat with any item that she is 
likely to remove to show off its beauty. With regard to men’s ornaments, this is also 
true to a limited extent. Similarly, some items may not be worn in the public domain 
because one may remove them due to embarrassment. One may go out into the 
public domain only with those items with regard to which there is no concern lest 
one remove them and carry them, either because it is impossible to remove them or 
because one wearing them does not typically remove them. 


Even concerning items that serve medicinal purposes, it was established that it is 
only permitted to go out into the public domain with those items that a person is 
unlikely or unable to remove. 


There was a fundamental conceptual discussion whether or not weapons have the 
legal status of an ornament. The halakhic conclusion was that a weapon is a necessary 
evil and may be carried on Shabbat only in life and death situations. 


Summary of 
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You shall keep the Sabbath, for it is holy for you. He who profanes it 
shall be put to death; whoever does work on it, that person shall be cut 


off from among his people. 
(Exodus 31:14) 


If any one of the common people sin through error, in doing any of the 
things which the Lord has commanded not to be done, and is guilty, if 
his sin, which he has sinned, is known to him, then he shall bring his of- 
fering: a goat, a female without blemish, for his sin which he has sinned. 


(Leviticus 4:27-28) 


One who profanes Shabbat intentionally is subject to death by stoning, if he were 
forewarned by witnesses, or karet, if he were not, as stated in the Torah. One who 
desecrates Shabbat unwittingly is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


In the halakhic midrash, the Sages derived through exegetical principles that the ob- 
servance of Shabbat is different from other mitzvot. One who unwittingly performs 
several primary categories of prohibited labor on Shabbat can be liable to bring 
several sin-offerings. 


According to the accepted halakha, one who sinned unwittingly over the course of 
many Shabbatot is liable to bring a separate sin-offering for each and every Shabbat 
on which he performed a transgression because the profaning of each Shabbat consti- 
tutes a separate transgression. In this chapter, details of this principle are elaborated. 
The circumstances in which numerous unwitting transgressions are considered as one 
transgression and the circumstances in which each Shabbat desecrated is considered 
to be a separate transgression are determined. 


Just as each Shabbat constitutes its own discrete unit, so too the various primary cat- 

egories of prohibited labor constitute discrete units. Consequently, although all types 
of creative labor are prohibited by the verse: “You shall not do any manner of labor” 
(Exodus 20:9), each primary category of prohibited labor is considered a separate 
prohibition. For example, if one unwittingly performs several primary categories of 
prohibited labor during one specified time period, he is liable to bring a separate 
sin-offering for each primary category of prohibited labor violated. It is therefore 
imperative to ascertain the fundamental parameters of these primary categories of 
labor in order to ascertain which subcategories are attributed to each. Although other 
chapters in this tractate deal specifically with several of these categories of labor, the 
general discussion of this topic is found in this chapter. 


This chapter includes a detailed discussion of the primary category of the prohibited 
labor of carrying out. The major theme of this chapter is an explication of the funda- 
mental framework of the halakhot of Shabbat. 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N A The Sages stated a significant prin- 


ciple with regard to the halakhot 
of Shabbat: One who forgets the essence of Shabbat," 
i.e„ one who is entirely ignorant of the mitzva of Shabbat 
according to Torah law, and performed numerous pro- 
hibited labors on multiple Shabbatot, is liable to bring 
only one sin-offering for all those labors when he be- 
comes aware that those actions were prohibited. One who 
knows the essence of Shabbat" but forgets which day is 
Shabbat, i.e., one who lost track of the days of the week, 
and performs numerous prohibited labors on multiple 
Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin-offering for each Shab- 
bat when he becomes aware that he performed those 
actions on Shabbat. One who is aware that the day is 
Shabbat" but temporarily forgot that certain labors were 
prohibited and performed numerous prohibited labors 
on multiple Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin-offering 
for each 


and every primary category of labor that he performed. 
One who performs numerous prohibited labors sub- 
sumed under a single category of labor" is liable to bring 
only one sin-offering. 


G E M ARA The Gemara attempts to clarify 


the language of the mishna and 
asks: Why did the mishna teach the phrase: A significant 
principle? Ifyou say it is because of the following reason, 
it is problematic. 

Here, because the tanna wants to teach in a mishna later in 
the chapter with regard to a matter that includes two ha- 
lakhot employing the term: Furthermore, they stated 
another principle; therefore, in this mishna, which 
relates to a greater number of halakhot, he taught em- 
ploying the term: A significant principle. 

And with regard to the Sabbatical Year as well, because 
ina later mishna (Shevi’it 7:2) the tanna wants to teach: 
Furthermore, another principle, at the beginning of 
the chapter he taught employing the phrase: A sig- 
nificant principle. There too, the choice of language 
is understood. 

However, with regard to the halakhot of tithes, where the 
mishna (Maasrot 1:1) states two principles one after the 
other, the tanna taught later in the same mishna: And 
furthermore, they stated another principle, and even 
so, at the beginning of the mishna the tanna did not 
teach: A significant principle, opting instead to say 
simply: They stated a principle. 


One who performs numerous prohibited labors 
subsumed under a single category of labor - nwiya 
nn msdn pyn naya niasa: One who unwittingly 
performed several subcategories of labor subsumed un- 


HALAKHA 
der one primary category of labor during a single lapse 
of awareness is liable to bring only one sin-offering (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:9; Sefer Korbanot 
Hilkhot Shegagot 7:7). 
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HALAKHA 


One who forgets the essence of Shabbat — naw yy naiwny: One who 
forgets the essence of Shabbat, i.e., he forgot that the Jewish people 
were commanded to observe this day, brings one sin-offering for all 
the sins he committed as a result of that lapse (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2). 


One who knows the essence of Shabbat - naw spy yt: One who 
is aware of the mitzva of Shabbat, but forgot which day it was and per- 
formed many prohibited labors on multiple Shabbatot, is liable to bring 
one sin-offering for each Shabbat. Similarly, one who, during a single 
lapse of awareness, unwittingly performed many prohibited labors on 
multiple Shabbatot brings one sin-offering for each Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2). 


One who is aware that the day is Shabbat - naw xing yt: One 
who was aware that the day was Shabbat and unwittingly performed 
prohibited labors, as he did not know that those labors are prohibited 
on Shabbat, is liable to bring a sin-offering for each primary category of 
labor that he performed (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3). 


NOTES 
One who knows the essence of Shabbat - naw apy y tie: A difficulty 
with regard to this case was raised in Tosafot. According to this principle, 
one who sins several times does not bring two sin-offerings for commit- 
ing the same transgression twice unless there is a period of awareness 
between the two transgressions. How, then, can one who is unwitting 
with regard to Shabbatot be liable to bring more than one sin-offering 
if there was no awareness in the interim? Rashi’s explanation that he is 
iable to bring multiple offerings because, at some point during the week, 
he will undoubtedly become aware that he performed prohibited labors 
on Shabbat was rejected in Tosafot. According to the explanation cited in 
Tosafot, this halakha is a Torah edict that does not correspond to accepted 
halakhic norms. Some commentaries explain that the very awareness 
hat the days of the week passed and he did not observe Shabbat is 
sufficient to render him liable (Meiri). Others explain that since there 
were weekdays in the interim that were undoubtedly not Shabbat, that 
awareness of the full-fledged permissibility of the week days is sufficient 
to render him liable (Rabbeinu Shmuel; Ramban; Rashba). 
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LANGUAGE 


Dyed: Satis or isatis, as it appears else- 
where in the Gemara, is from the Greek ioatic, isa- 


tis, meaning woad. 


BACKGROUND 


Satis — D»: Satis is the plant called dyer's woad, Isatis 
tinctoria L., from the Cruciferae family. It is a biennial or 
perennial plant that grows to a height of 50-100 cm. 
It has plain leaves and yellow flowers. A blue dye is 


extracted from its leaves through pounding and vari- 


ous processes of fermentation. At present, it is rarely 
cultivated, but it grows wild in many places. 


Woad plant 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Yosei bar Avin said that the term: A significant principle, is not 
dependent on the existence of another principle; rather, itis dependent 
on the significance of the principle. Therefore, with regard to the hala- 
khot of Shabbat and the Sabbatical Year, which include primary cat- 
egories and subcategories," the tanna taught in the mishna: A signifi- 
cant principle. With regard to the halakhot of tithes, which do not 
include primary categories and subcategories and all its halakhot are 
on equal footing, he did not teach employing the term: A significant 
principle. The Gemara asks: And according to the variant reading of 
the mishna taught by bar Kappara, who taught the phrase: A signifi- 
cant principle, with regard to tithes, what primary categories and 
subcategories are there with regard to tithes? 


Rather, isn’t this the reason the Mishna employs the term: A significant 
principle; because it is significant relative to other principles? The scope 
of the materials whose use warrants punishment for desecrating Shab- 
bat is greater" than the scope of the materials whose use warrants 
punishment for desecrating the Sabbatical Year. As the halakhot of 
Shabbat are in effect both with regard to plants that are detached from 
the ground and with regard to those that are attached, while the ha- 
lakhot of the Sabbatical Year with regard to detached plants," they are 
not in effect, but with regard to attached plants they are in effect. And 
the scope of the materials whose use warrants punishment for desecra- 
tion of the Sabbatical Year are greater than the scope of the materials 
whose use warrants punishment for violating the halakhot of tithes. As, 
by Torah law, the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year are in effect both with 
regard to human food and with regard to animal food, while the ha- 
lakhot of tithes are in effect with regard to human food, but with re- 
gard to animal food they are not in effect. 


And according to the opinion of bar Kappara, who taught the phrase: 

A significant principle, with regard to tithes as well: The scope of the 

materials for which one warrants punishment for violating the halakhot 
of tithes is greater than the scope of the materials for which one war- 
rants punishment for violating the halakhot of pe'a. As, by rabbinic law, 
the obligation of tithes is in effect with regard to both figs and vegeta- 
bles, while the obligation of pe'a is not in effect with regard to figs and 

vegetables. As we learned in a mishna in tractate Pe'a: They stated a 

principle with regard to pe'a: Anything that is food, and is protected, 
and grows from the ground, and is gathered as one, and one brings 

it in to storage to preserve is obligated in pe'a. 


The Gemara explains that which is excluded by each criterion in the 
mishna. Food, to exclude the aftergrowths of woad [satis] and mad- 
der. As these plants are used for dyeing and not for food, the obligation 
of pe'a does not apply to them. And protected, to exclude ownerless 
crops, which by definition are not protected. And grows from the 
ground, to exclude truffles and mushrooms, which, unlike other 
plants, do not draw sustenance from the ground. And is gathered as 
one, to exclude the fig tree whose fruit is gathered throughout an ex- 
tended period, as the figs do not all ripen together. And one brings it 
in to storage to preserve; to exclude vegetables, which cannot be 
stored for lengthy periods. 


Primary categories and subcategories — nindiny nia: A 
question was raised in Tosafot: Don't the halakhot of tithes also 
contain primary categories and subcategories, as they include 
both Torah prohibitions and rabbinic decrees? The medieval 
commentaries rejected the answer cited in Tosafot. Some ex- 
plained that the distinction between primary categories and 
subcategories only applies where the primary category is more 
significant than the subcategory, and it is clear why certain 
labors are categorized as primary. However, with regard to 
tithes, itis only by Torah edict that there is a distinction between 
produce that one is obligated to tithe and produce that one is 
not obligated to tithe (Maharshal; Maharam of Lublin). 


The punishment for Shabbat is greater — naw bw wary dims: 
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The Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, explained the 
phrase: A significant principle, in the sense that the punishment 
for desecrating Shabbat is severe, as one who performs a pro- 
hibited labor on Shabbat is executed by stoning. The Gemara 
can be understood that way as well. The phrase: The punish- 
ment is greater, has a double meaning. It refers both to the 
scope of the applicability of the halakha and to the punishment 
incurred. The punishment for violating Shabbat, stoning, is 
greater than the punishment for violating the Sabbatical Year, 
lashes. Similarly, the punishment for violating the Sabbatical 
Year is greater than punishment for violating the laws of tithes, 
as the Torah links the exile from Eretz Yisrael to the failure to 
observe the Sabbatical Year, not to the failure to observe the ha- 


lakhot of tithes. Similarly, the punishment for failure to observe 
the halakhot of tithes is greater than the punishment for failure 
to observe the halakhot of pe'a. One who eats untithed produce 
is subject to death at the hand of Heaven, which is not the case 
with regard to one who eats produce from a field whose owner 
did not leave pe'a, a corner of the field for the poor (Maharsha). 


The halakhot of the Sabbatical Year are not in effect with 
regard to detached plants — xm) wibna myraw: Just as the 
halakhot of the Sabbatical Year do not apply to items that do 
not grow from the ground, the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year 
does not apply to produce that was detached from the ground 
prior to the Sabbatical Year. 
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While, with regard to tithes, we learned in a mishna: They stated 
a principle with regard to tithes: Anything that is food, and is 
protected, and grows from the ground is obligated in tithes; we 
did not learn with regard to tithes, the following criteria: Gathered 
as one, and which one brings in to storage to preserve. Appar- 
ently, figs and vegetables are obligated in tithes, making the scope 
of the materials obligated in tithes greater than the scope of those 
obligated in pe'a. 


The mishna discusses an individual who forgets the very essence of 
Shabbat. The Gemara seeks to understand how a Jew could forget 
the very existence of Shabbat. It was Rav and Shmuel who both 

said: Our mishna is referring to both a child who was taken cap- 
tive among the gentiles and never educated and a convert who 

converted among the gentiles" and never learned the halakhot of 
Shabbat. However, one who once knew of the essence of Shabbat 
and ultimately forgot is liable for each and every Shabbat, as we 

learned in the mishna with regard to one who knows the essence of 
Shabbat. The Gemara seeks to clarify this approach. We learned in 

our mishna: One who forgets the essence of Shabbat. Doesn’t this 

phrase indicate by inference that he was aware of Shabbat origi- 
nally? In order to forget one must have previously been aware. This 

poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rav and Shmuel. The Gemara 

refutes this: No, what is the meaning of: One who forgets the es- 
sence of Shabbat? That the essence of Shabbat was always forgot- 
ten from him, i.e., he never knew it. 


The Gemara further asks: However, based on that understanding, 
in the case of one who knew the essence of Shabbat and ultimate- 
ly forgot, what is the halakha? Is he liable for each and every 
Shabbat? If so, instead of the mishna teaching the next halakha: 
One who knows the essence of Shabbat and performs many la- 
bors on multiple Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin-offering for each 
and every Shabbat, let it teach: One who knew the essence of 
Shabbat and ultimately forgot and, all the more so, one who 
knows the essence of Shabbat would be liable for each Shabbat. The 
Gemara answers: According to the opinion of Rav and Shmuel, 
what is the meaning of the phrase: One who knows the essence of 
Shabbat? One who once knew the essence of Shabbat and has now 
forgotten it. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: But if he did not forget the 
essence of Shabbat, and he knows that today is Shabbat, what would 
the halakha be? Certainly he would be liable for each and every 
prohibited labor. If so, instead of teaching the halakha: One who 
knows that it is Shabbat and performs many labors on multiple 
Shabbatot is liable for each and every labor, let the mishna teach 
the halakha: One who knows the essence of Shabbat is liable for 
each and every labor that he performs and all the more so that one 
who is aware that today is Shabbat would be liable for each labor. 
Rather, when our mishna refers to forgetting, it is referring to a case 
where he knew and ultimately forgot. And the case described by 
Rav and Shmuel also has the same legal status as one who knew 
and ultimately forgot. And it was stated as follows: It was Rav and 
Shmuel who both said: Even a child who was taken captive" 
among the gentiles and a convert who converted among the 
gentiles have the same legal status as one who knew and ulti- 
mately forgot, and they are liable to bring a sin-offering for their 
unwitting transgression, even though they never learned about 
Shabbat. 


NOTES 


Convert who converted among the gentiles — 3n2w 714 
Dian pad: Ostensibly, this case poses a problem. Since a 
convert must be informed of the mitzvot of Judaism, ranging 
from lenient to stringent, prior to his conversion, how could it 
be that the convert does not know the essence of the mitzva 
of Shabbat? Some commentaries resolve the problem with 
the assertion that although it is required, those responsible 
neglected to inform the convert of that particular mitzva 
(Tosafot; Ramban). Others explain that, according to one 
opinion (Rif), the conversion of a convert who converted 
on his own and did not come before a court of three Jews 
is valid. Therefore, one who converted on his own could 
remain unfamiliar with Shabbat (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

A child who was taken captive — mawaw piva: If a child 
taken captive among the gentiles, who grew up with no 
knowledge of the Jewish people and their religion and per- 
formed a prohibited labor on Shabbat or ate forbidden fat 
or blood, when he subsequently discovers that he sinned, 
he brings a sin-offering. The authorities ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav and Shmuel in their dispute with 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, contrary to the standard 
ruling, because the opinion of Rav and Shmuel corresponds 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva in disputes with Munbaz. 
Furthermore, apparently even Rav Yohanan holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The only reason the 
Gemara associated his opinion with the opinion of Munbaz 
is because of the difficulty raised against him from the pas- 
sage in the baraita: How so? A child who was taken captive 
among the gentiles (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:6). 
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NOTES 


The essence of the unwitting transgression — by imma 
aiw: To fully understand the dispute between the pairs of 
amora‘im, Rav and Shmuel and Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish, and even more so the dispute between Rabbi Akiva 
and Munbaz, a definition of an unwitting transgression is re- 
quired. The essential discussion revolves around the question 
whether an action performed due to lack of knowledge is 
deemed unwitting or whether it is tantamount to perform- 
ing an action due to circumstances beyond one’s control. On 
the one hand, one could say that the act of a person who 
does not know that performing a certain action violates 
a prohibition is tantamount to an act performed due to 
circumstances beyond one’s control. On the other hand, 
any time one violates a prohibition due to forgetfulness, at 
the time that he performs the action, he too is unaware that 
he is performing a transgression. Nevertheless, that lack of 
awareness renders the act unwitting and not an action due 
to circumstances beyond his control. 

This dispute also revolves around the dilemma with re- 
gard to the obligation to bring a sin-offering; does the sinful 
act itself render one liable to bring a sin-offering, or is a 
degree of intent and awareness necessary for the action to 
be considered a transgression? The halakhic conclusion, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, indicates that 
the sinner brings a sacrifice because the action itself is a 
negative action for which one must atone, even if he was a 
child taken captive among the gentiles who had no knowl- 
edge that behavior of that kind constitutes a transgression. 
Consequently, one has a certain degree of responsibility for 
actions that he performs of his own free will, even if he did 
so without intent to commit a transgression. Only if the ac- 
tion is performed against his will is it considered to be due 
to circumstances beyond his control. 


One sin-offering for all the blood, etc. — ^2) nn D7 by: 
Apparently, this explanation comes to refute the possibility 
that one would be liable to bring one sin-offering for violat- 
ing all the Torah prohibitions or for violating all food-related 
prohibitions, e.g., eating forbidden fat and blood. Similarly, 
it was necessary to emphasize that he is liable to bring only 
one sacrifice for violating the prohibition of idolatry, even 
though Munbaz derived his opinion from the above halakha 
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 
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And it was Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish who 

both said: He is liable to bring a sin-offering" specifically ifhe knew 
of the essence of Shabbat and ultimately forgot. However, a child 

who was taken captive among the gentiles and a convert who 

converted among the gentiles are exempt from bringing a sin-of- 
fering. They have the legal status of one who performed the prohib- 
ited labor due to circumstances beyond his control. The Gemara 

raises an objection from that which was taught in a baraita: They 
stated a significant principle with regard to the halakhot of Shab- 
bat: One who forgets the essence of Shabbat, i.e., one who does 

not know that there is a mitzva of Shabbat in the Torah, and per- 
forms many prohibited labors on multiple Shabbatot is liable to 

bring only one sin-offering. How so? With regard to a child who 

was taken captive among the gentiles and a convert who con- 
verted among the gentiles and does not know the essence of Shab- 
bat; and if he performed many prohibited labors on multiple 

Shabbatot, he is only liable to bring one sin-offering for all his 

unwitting transgressions. And he is liable to bring one sin-offering 

for all the blood" he unwittingly ate before he learned of the prohi- 
bition; and one sin-offering for all the forbidden fat that he ate; 

and one for all the idolatry that he worshipped. And Munbaz, one 

of the Sages, deems him exempt from bringing any sacrifice. 


And Munbaz deliberated before Rabbi Akiva as follows: Since 
one who commits a transgression intentionally is called a sinner 
in the Torah and one who commits a transgression unwittingly is 
called a sinner, just as one who commits the transgression inten- 
tionally is liable for punishment only in a case where he had prior 
knowledge that it was prohibited, so too, one who commits the 
transgression unwittingly is liable to bring a sin-offering only in a 
case where he had prior knowledge. However, the action of one 
who had no prior knowledge at all is not considered unwitting; 
rather, it has the same legal status as an action performed due to 
circumstances beyond one’s control, and he is completely exempt. 
Rabbi Akiva said to him: I will elaborate upon your statement 
and follow your reasoning to its logical conclusion and thereby test 
the validity of your reasoning. If so, just as one who commits the 
transgression intentionally is liable for punishment only in a case 
where he had the awareness that he was sinning at the time that he 
performed the action, so too, with regard to one who commits the 
transgression unwittingly, say that he is only liable to bring a sin- 
offering in a case where he had awareness that he was sinning at 
the time that he performed the action. If that is the case, it is no 
longer an unwitting transgression. 


Munbaz said to him: Yes, there is nothing unusual about that. In 
my opinion it is correct and all the more so now that you have 
elaborated upon my statement. Awareness at the time that one is 
performing the action is one of the criteria of my definition of an 
unwitting transgression, as will be explained below. Rabbi Akiva 
said to him: According to your statement, since while performing 
the action one is aware that it is prohibited, his action is not called 
unwitting; rather, it is a full-fledged intentional transgression. 


Returning to our issue: In any case, as an example of one who forgot 

the essence of Shabbat, it was taught: How so? A child who was 

taken captive. Granted, according to the opinion of Rav and Shmu- 
el it works out well, as they consider the legal status of a child taken 

captive equal to that of one who unwittingly forgot the essence of 
Shabbat. However, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 

and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who consider the legal status of a 

child taken captive equal to that of one who committed the action 

due to circumstances beyond his control and is therefore exempt, it 

is difficult because he is liable to bring a sin-offering according to 

the opinion of the Rabbis in the baraita. Rabbi Yohanan and Rab- 
bi Shimon ben Lakish could have said to you: Isn’t there the 

opinion of Munbaz who deemed him exempt in that case? We 

stated our opinion in accordance with the opinion of Munbaz. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of 
Munbaz?" Is it based entirely upon the fact that the Torah refers to 
sinners, both intentional and unwitting, as sinners? The Gemara 
explains that the source for the opinion of Munbazis as it is written: 
“The native of the children of Israel, and the stranger who lives 
among them, there shall be one law for you, for one who acts 
unwittingly” (Numbers 15:29), and adjacent to it is the verse: “And 
the person who acts with a high hand, whether a native or a 
stranger, he blasphemes God, and that soul shall be cut off from the 
midst of his people” (Numbers 15:30). The Torah juxtaposes 
unwitting transgression to intentional transgression. Just as one 
who commits the transgression intentionally is only liable in a case 
where he had prior knowledge, so too, one who commits the 
transgression unwittingly is only liable in a case where he had prior 
knowledge. 


The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis do with the juxtaposi- 
tion derived from that verse: One law? The Gemara answers: They 
require it for that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi taught his son. 
It is written: “There shall be one law for you, for one who acts 
unwittingly.” And it is written: 


“And if you err, and do not perform all these commandments that 
God spoke to Moses” (Numbers 15:22). The Sages understood this 
verse as referring specifically to the laws of idolatry. And it is writ- 
ten: “And the person who acts with a high hand, he blasphemes 


God and that soul shall be cut off from the midst of his people” 


(Numbers 15:30), from which we learn that all the mitzvot are de- 
rived from this juxtaposition to idolatry. Just as there, with regard 
to idolatry, the reference is to a matter which, for its intentional 
violation, one is liable to be punished with karet, as it is stated: “And 
that soul shall be cut off,’ and for its unwitting violation one is li- 
able to bring a sin-offering; so too, any matter that for its inten- 
tional violation one is liable to be punished with karet, for its 
unwitting violation one is liable to bring a sin-offering." 


The Gemara asks: However, according to Munbaz, who holds that 
included in the category of an unwitting sinner is one who at the 
time of action was aware that it was prohibited; ifhe were fully aware, 
in what sense was his action unwitting? The Gemara answers: It is 
referring to a case where he was unwitting with regard to the 
sacrifice. He was aware that he was committing a transgression for 
which one is liable to be punished with karet when performed in- 
tentionally; however, he was unaware that he would be liable to 
bring a sin-offering if he performed the transgression unwittingly. 
Since he was not aware of all punishments and forms of atonement 
associated with that transgression, he is considered an unwitting 
sinner and is liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara asks: And 
what do the Rabbis who disagree with Munbaz hold? They hold: 
Unwitting with regard to a sacrifice" is not considered unwitting. 


HALAKHA 


Any matter that for its intentional violation one is liable 
to be punished with karet, for its unwitting violation one 
is liable to bring a sin-offering — m5 idit by DIN 137 
Dxwn inay: One is only obligated to bring a sin-offering for 
unwittingly violating a prohibition that would be punishable by 
karet when performed intentionally. Blasphemy is an exception 


to this principle (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2). 


Unwitting with regard to a sacrifice — 1317 n33 : If one com- 
mitted a transgression and knows that it is punishable by karet 
when performed intentionally but does not know that one is 
liable to bring a sin-offering if he does so unwittingly, he is 
considered to have committed the transgression intentionally, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:2). 


NOTES 

What is the rationale for the opinion of Munbaz - »x/2 
12337 xray: Although Munbaz already explained that his 
rationale is due to the fact that the Torah referred to both 
one who sins intentionally and one who sins unwittingly 
as a sinner, it was necessary to delve more deeply into his 
reasoning. According to Rashi, that is because Munbaz’s 
first rationale is insufficient. It was stated merely as an allu- 
sion rather than as an absolute proof. Some commentaries 
explain that were Munbaz to rely only on the parallel be- 
tween intentional and unwitting behavior, he would have to 
assume that it is considered an unwitting transgression only 
when one realizes at the time of action that he is committing 
a transgression. Subsequently, the Gemara proves that even 
Munbaz agrees that if one remains unaware that his action 
constitutes a transgression, he is considered an unwitting 
sinner. Therefore, even though Munbaz agreed with Rabbi 
Akiva's statement, he has yet to cite the fundamental proof 
for his assertion that one with no prior knowledge does 
not have the legal status of an unwitting sinner (Ramban). 
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NOTES 

From the common people - yx OI: According to 
Rashi, the prefix “from” teaches the exclusion of an apos- 
tate: Some of the common people but not all the com- 
mon people, excluding an apostate. Other commentaries 
explain that the emphasis is on the term common people, 
meaning those who act according to the customs of the 
Jewish people, whereas an apostate is not affiliated with 
the Jewish people and is not included among the com- 
mon people. 


338 


PEREK VII : 69A : VDT PD 


RIP D PMS MAW paN 
Dy AX 2I AWW [YD WOK 
OX wot vn aba PIW» 
KIW.) wha: saw TY 
-p93 Ayiyaw ay KYW nD 
apen j TWN” NTP Y 
D TY - DON (73303) 

AP MVNA 


HYAW ITN SIP NT PANY DN 
yon 2mb vay x12 wp ja 
Dp- STONE’ NANTI a? 
ww 12 yaw 21 RW 
Wr’ yaw 127 DW N 
DPN) (Tawa) APY XY 
by jp San - iny awa 
ivy - inym aw x) snaw 

inyo by jap wan 


Dya mioxha niay” an 
nigh spa: PIA," TON 
IXY DKW pNP I1 VON) a 
b3 Wy wm- IX pbyna Than 
-Hb PSR DA nme NON 

“nisxdy naw nay pina 


The Gemara asks: And in the opinion of the Rabbis, lack of awareness 
with regard to what aspects of the prohibition renders the action unwit- 
ting? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is an unwitting transgression since he was 
unwitting with regard to the fact that the punishment for his transgres- 
sion is karet," even though he was aware that his action was in violation 
ofa Torah prohibition, and he performed the transgression intention- 
ally. And Reish Lakish said that according to the Rabbis it is not con- 
sidered unwitting until he was unwitting with regard to both the 
prohibition and karet, i.e., he was unaware that his action was prohib- 
ited by Torah law. Rava said: What is the reason for the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish? The verse said: “And if one soul shall sin 
by mistake from the common people, by performing one of God's com- 
mandments that may not be done, and he becomes guilty” (Leviticus 
4:27), indicating that it is not considered unwitting until he was unwit- 
ting with regard to the prohibition and its concomitant karet. The 
verse indicates that the individual was unaware that he violated “one of 
the commandments that may not be done,’ i.e., that there is a Torah 
prohibition with regard to that action. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yohanan do with that verse 

cited as proof by Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish? The Gemara answers: He 

needs it for that which was taught in a baraita: The phrase: “From the 

common people” (Leviticus 4:27)" teaches that only some sinners, not 

all, bring sacrifices for their unwitting sins. It comes to exclude an 

apostate. When an apostate sins unwittingly, he is under no obligation 

to bring a sin-offering even after he repents. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 

says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: This halakha is derived from the 

phrase in that verse: “That may not be done, and he becomes guilty.” 
One who repents due to his awareness, i.e., one who repents as soon 

as he becomes aware that he performed a transgression, brings a sacri- 
fice for his unwitting transgression. However, one who does not repent 

due to his awareness that he sinned, e.g., an apostate who continues to 

sin even after he becomes aware that he committed a transgression, does 

not bring an offering for his unwitting action. Rabbi Yohanan under- 
stood the verse in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben 

Elazar. 


The Gemara cites proof from what we learned in a mishna: The number 
of primary categories of prohibited labors on Shabbat is forty-less- 
one, which the mishna proceeds to list. And we discussed this mishna: 
Why do I need this tally of forty-less-one? Isn’t merely listing the pro- 
hibited labors sufficient? And Rabbi Yohanan said: ‘The tally was in- 
cluded to teach that ifhe performed all of the prohibited labors in the 

course of one lapse of awareness" during which he was unaware of the 

prohibition involved, he is liable for each and every one. Therefore, 
the mishna indicated that one could conceivably be liable to bring 
thirty-nine sin-offerings. Under what circumstances can you find a case 

where one would be liable for unwittingly violating all thirty-nine la- 
bors? It must be in a case where with regard to Shabbat his actions were 

intentional, as he was aware that it was Shabbat; and with regard to the 

prohibited labors his actions were unwitting, as he was unaware that 
these labors are prohibited on Shabbat. 


Unwitting with regard to karet - n23 330: One who commits 


HALAKHA 
Primary categories of prohibited labors...that if he per- 


a transgression while aware that he Violated a Torah prohibition, 
but unaware that the violation of that prohibition is punishable 
by karet, is considered to have acted unwittingly and is liable 
to bring a sin-offering, as the halakha is ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in disputes with Reish Lakish 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:2). 


formed all of the prohibited labors in the course of one lapse 
of awareness, etc. — 3x Doyra fa pwy oyw.. mia 
"131; One who was aware that it was Shabbat but was unwitting 
with regard to the prohibited labors of Shabbat, as he did not 
know that they were prohibited or he knew that they were 
prohibited but did not know that they were punishable by karet 
when performed intentionally, is liable to bring a sin-offering 
for each primary category of labor he performed (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3). 
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Granted, according to Rabbi Yohanan, who said: Once he was unwit- 
ting with regard to the fact that the punishment for his transgression is 

karet, even though he was aware that his action was in violation of a 

Torah prohibition, and he performed the transgression intentionally, he 

is considered to have sinned unwittingly, you find that possibility in a case 

where he was aware that performing labor on Shabbat involves violation 

ofa Torah prohibition, but he was unaware that the punishment for vio- 
lating that prohibition is karet. However, according to Rabbi Shimon 

ben Lakish, who said: It is not considered unwitting until he was unwit- 
ting with regard to both the prohibition and karet, the result is that he 

is completely unaware of all the prohibited labors of Shabbat. If so, when 

Rabbi Yohanan said that the case where one would be liable to bring 
thirty-nine sin-offerings is one where with regard to Shabbat, his actions 

were intentional as he was aware that it was Shabbat, the question arises: 
With regard to what aspect of Shabbat was he aware? If he was com- 
pletely unaware of all the labors prohibited on Shabbat, in what sense were 

his actions intentional with regard to Shabbat? The Gemara answers: He 

was aware of the halakhot of the prohibition of Shabbat boundaries," in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. According to Rabbi Akiva, 
the prohibition to go beyond a certain distance outside the city limits on 

Shabbat is by Torah law and not merely a rabbinic decree. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught this baraita? As the 

Sages taught: If one acted unwittingly with regard to both this, the fact 
that it is Shabbat, and that, the specific prohibited labors, that is the case 

of unwitting transgression stated in the Torah. If one acted intention- 
ally with regard to both this and that, that is the case of intentional 

transgression stated in the Torah. If one acted unwittingly with regard 

to Shabbat and intentionally with regard to the labors, i.e., he forgot that 
it was Shabbat, but he was aware that those labors are prohibited when it 

is Shabbat; or if one acted unwittingly with regard to the labors and 

intentionally with regard to Shabbat, i.e., he was unaware that these la- 
bors are prohibited, but he was aware that labor is prohibited on Shabbat, 
or, even if he said: I know that this labor is prohibited on Shabbat; 

however, I do not know whether or not one is liable to bring a sacrifice 

for its performance, he is liable to bring a sin-offering like anyone who 

sins unwittingly. In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is 

in accordance with the opinion of Munbaz, who holds that one is con- 
sidered an unwitting sinner even in a case where he was unwitting only 
with regard to the sacrifice. 


Abaye said: Everyone agrees with regard to an oath on a statement," a 
case where one swore to prohibit or to obligate himself to perform an 
action, that the halakha is as follows: If he violates his oath he is only li- 
able to bring an offering if he was unwitting with regard to its prohibi- 
tion, i.e., he was unaware that it is prohibited by Torah law to violate an 
oath. The Gemara asks: To whose opinion is Abaye referring in the 
phrase: Everyone agrees? Certainly, it is the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
with regard to the opinion of the Rabbis in their dispute with Munbaz. 
Even though Rabbi Yohanan generally holds that the fact that one is un- 
witting with regard to karet is sufficient to render his action unwitting, the 
case of an oath is different. The Gemara asks: In the case of an oath, it is 
obvious that he would agree. When Rabbi Yohanan says that one need 
not be unwitting with regard to the prohibition, it is in a case where there 
is a prohibition punishable by karet; however, here, where there is no 
punishment of karet, Rabbi Yohanan would not say so. Obviously, he 
agrees that one must be unwitting with regard to the prohibition. There 
appears to be nothing new in Abaye’s statement. 


The Gemara explains: It might enter your mind to say the following: 
Since the obligation to bring an offering in the case of the oath is a 
novel halakha, as throughout the whole Torah in its entirety we do not 
find a prohibition for whose unwitting violation one is liable to bring an 
offering and for whose intentional violation is not punishable by karet; 
and here, one is liable to bring an offering for its unwitting violation, I 
might have said that if he was unwitting, i.e., unaware that he would be 
obligated, with regard to the offering, let him be liable also according to 
the Rabbis, who disagree with Munbaz. 


NOTES 


He was aware of the Shabbat boundaries — ayy 
panna: In Tosafot, the opinion is that this refers 
specifically to Shabbat boundaries. However, other 
commentaries explain that Reish Lakish meant it is 
possible for a person to know about Shabbat from 
the aspect of its positive mitzvot, the mitzva of kid- 
dush and the like, and not only boundaries (Meiri 
and others). 


Oath on a statement - 193 nya: The term oath 
on a statement is derived from the verse: “Or a soul 
that swears to utter by his lips, to do bad or to do 
good, with regard to all that a person utters by oath, 
and it becomes hidden from him, and he knows 
and is guilty of one of these” (Leviticus 5:4). This oath, 
which a person takes to obligate himself, is called 
an “oath on a statement, to distinguish it from other 
oaths, e.g., the oath of testimony. The details of its 
numerous and complex halakhot are articulated in 
tractate Shevuot. The halakha is that one who in- 
tentionally swears falsely is not liable to death by 
karet, but only violates a Torah prohibition. If he vio- 
lates the prohibition unwittingly, he is liable to bring 
a sliding-scale sin-offering. That liability is unique 
among sin-offerings, which, as a rule, are brought 
only for unwittingly violating a prohibition that is 
punishable by karet when performed intentionally. 


DTT PID: PEREK VII: 69A 339 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek VII 
Daf69 Amud b 


NOTES 


Unwitting violation of an oath on a statement - naw 
awa nyw: The oath on a statement explicitly men- 
tioned in the Torah refers to a person who swears that he 
will perform or will not perform a certain action in the 
future. The tannaim dispute whether or not an oath on a 
statement can also be taken with regard to the past. The 
difficulty in finding a case of an unwitting oath on a state- 
ment with regard to the past stems from the Torah edict 
that in order to be liable to bring a sin-offering, the one 
who unwittingly violated the oath must be aware of the 
circumstances when he takes the oath. One who forgot 
and swore falsely in good faith is not liable for taking an 
oath on a statement unwittingly, since he is considered as 
one who swore due to circumstances beyond his control. 
Consequently, the Gemara seeks to find a circumstance in 
which an oath on a statement with regard to the past can 
be unwitting (see Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 


Novelty — wim: This term indicates that a particular ha- 
lakha written in the Torah has an aspect that distinguishes 
it from all other halakhot. Consequently, it cannot be eval- 
uated with the criteria used to evaluate standard cases as 
it could conceivably include additional novel aspects that 
deviate from the norm. 
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Therefore, Abaye teaches us that this is not so. The Gemara raises an 

objection from a baraita: What is an unwitting violation of an oath 

ona statement™ relating to the past? What is an example of one who 

unwittingly swore falsely with regard to an incident that occurred in 

the past? It cannot be a case where he forgot the incident, as in that 

case he is exempt from bringing an offering. It is a case where if he 

said: I know that taking this false oath is prohibited, but I do not 

know whether or not one is liable to bring an offering for swearing 

falsely, he is liable to bring an offering for an unwitting transgression. 
Apparently, with regard to an oath on a statement, unwitting with 
regard to the sacrifice renders the action unwitting. The Gemara re- 
jects this: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? It is the 

opinion of Munbaz. In his opinion, one who commits a transgression 
while unaware whether or not one is liable to bring an offering if he 

performs that transgression unwittingly is considered to have per- 
formed the transgression unwittingly. 


There is another version of the discussion of Abaye’s statement where, 
after quoting the halakha with regard to an oath on a statement, the 

question was raised: In accordance with whose opinion is this mish- 
na? If you say it is in accordance with the opinion of Munbaz, that is 

obvious: Now, if throughout the entire Torah where there is no 

novelty’ in the obligation to bring an offering, he said that unwitting 

with regard to an offering is considered unwitting; here, where 

there is a novelty and the offering in the case of an oath on a state- 
ment is more significant than other sin-offerings, certainly unwitting 

with regard to the offering should be considered unwitting. Rather, 
is it not the opinion of the Rabbis, and this is a conclusive refutation 

of the opinion of Abaye? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a con- 
clusive refutation. 


And Abaye said: Everyone agrees with regard to teruma that one is 
only liable to add a payment of one-fifth the value of the teruma for 
eating it unwittingly ifhe is unwitting with regard to its prohibition. 
The Gemara asks: To whose opinion is Abaye referring in the phrase: 
Everyone agrees? Certainly, it is the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. Even 
though, in general, he holds that unwitting with regard to karet is suf- 
ficient to render the action unwitting, the case of teruma is different. 
The Gemara asks: In the case of teruma, it is obvious that he would 
agree. When Rabbi Yohanan says that one need not be unwitting 
with regard to the prohibition, it is in a case where there is a prohibi- 
tion punishable by karet; however, here, where there is no punish- 
ment of karet, Rabbi Yohanan would not say so. The Gemara answers 
that nonetheless Abaye introduced a novel element: Lest you say that 
since one who intentionally eats teruma is subject to death at the hand 
of Heaven, perhaps death stands in place of karet. And where he was 
unwitting with regard to the punishment of death for this sin, he 
should also be liable to pay the added fifth as one who performed 
the transgression unwittingly because his case is analogous to one 
who is considered unwitting due to lack of awareness of karet. There- 
fore, Abaye teaches us that it is not so. Rava said: Indeed, death 
stands in place of karet" and the added one-fifth stands in place of 
a sacrifice. One who is unwitting with regard to death at the hand of 
Heaven and the added fifth has the same legal status as one who is 
unwitting with regard to karet and an offering. 


HALAKHA 


Unwitting violation of an oath on a statement - nyiaw naw Death stands in place of karet — nti md Dips AN: One 
3wa: A case where one who unwittingly violates an oath ona who is not a priest and unwittingly ate teruma is obligated to 


statement with regard to the past is liable to bring a sacrifice is 
when he swears that he did not eat a particular food. When tak- 
ing the oath, he is aware that he ate it, and he is aware that it is 
prohibited to take that oath. However, he is unaware that one is 
liable to bring a sacrifice for this violation (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 


Hilkhot Shevuot 3:7). 


repay its value with the addition of a fifth. That is the halakha 
even if he was aware that it was teruma and that it is prohibited 
to eat it but was unaware that eating teruma is punishable by 
death at the hand of Heaven, as the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava in disputes with Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Zeraiim, Hilkhot Terumot 10:1). 
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Rav Huna said: One who was walking along the way or in the desert, 
and he does not know when Shabbat occurs," he counts six days from 
the day that he realized that he lost track of Shabbat and then observes 
one day as Shabbat. Hiyya bar Rav says: He first observes one day as 
Shabbat and then he counts six weekdays. The Gemara explains: With 
regard to what do they disagree? One Sage, Rav Huna, held: It is like 
the creation of the world, weekdays followed by Shabbat. And one Sage, 
Hiyya bar Ray, held: It is like Adam, the first man, who was created on 
the sixth day. He observed Shabbat followed by the six days of the week. 
The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Hiyya bar Rav from a 
baraita: Ifa person was walking along the way and does not know when 
Shabbat occurs, he observes one day for every six. What, does this not 
mean that he counts six and then observes one day in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Huna? The Gemara rejects this: No, it could also mean 
that he observes one day and then counts six. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if that is what the baraita meant, why employ the 
phrase: He observes one day for six? It should have stated: He observes 
one day and counts six. And furthermore, it was taught in a baraita: If 
one was walking along the way or was in the desert, and he does not 
know when Shabbat occurs, he counts six days and observes one day. 
That is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya bar Rav. 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation of the opin- 
ion of Hiyya bar Rav. 


Rava said: The person who lost track of Shabbat and treats one day a week 
as Shabbat, each day he makes enough food to sustain himself," except 

for that day which he designated as Shabbat. The Gemara asks: And on 

that day let him die? Rather, it means that the day before he makes twice 

the amount of food that he prepared on the other days to sustain him for 

that day and the following day. The Gemara asks: And perhaps the day 

before was actually Shabbat? In that case, not only did he perform labor 

on Shabbat, but he also performed labor on Shabbat in preparation for a 

weekday. Rather, on each and every day he makes enough food to sustain 

himself for that day, including on that day that he designated as Shabbat. 
And if you ask: And how is that day which he designated as Shabbat 

distinguishable from the rest? It is distinguishable by means of the kid- 
dush and the havdala that he recites on that day. 


Rava said: Ifhe had partial knowledge of the day on which he left," i.e., 
he does not recall what day of the week it was but he does recall the num- 
ber of days that passed since he left, every week he can perform labor 
throughout the day of his departure, since he certainly did not leave his 
house on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: That is obvious, and what novel 
element was introduced here? The Gemara answers: Lest you say, since 
he did not leave on Shabbat, he also did not leave on Friday, and this 
person, even if he left on Thursday, should be permitted to perform 
labor for two days, the eighth day and the ninth day from his departure, 
the same day of the week that he left and the following day. Therefore, 
Rava teaches us that at times one finds a convoy and happens to leave 
on a journey even on Friday. Therefore, he is not permitted to perform 
labor on the day of the week following the day of his departure. 


HALAKHA 


And he does not know when Shabbat occurs — *s12 YTV idg) 
Naw: One who was walking in the desert and lost track of which 
day was Shabbat counts six days from the day that he realizes 
that he is confused and sanctifies the seventh with kiddush and 
havdala. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna. 
The opinion of Rav Hiyya bar Rav is rejected based on the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 344:1). 


Each day he makes enough food to sustain himself - Di’ bs 
inona b mwiy ojn: If one was walking in the desert, lost track of 
which day was Shabbat, established a particular day as Shabbat, 
and has enough food to survive, it is prohibited for him to per- 
form labor on any day, since it might be Shabbat. If he does not 
have enough food, he may perform the minimal amount of labor 
necessary to sustain himself, even on the day that he designated 
as Shabbat. Walking in order to leave the desert is permitted even 


on the day he designated as Shabbat. However, he must refrain 
rom all other labors, even those prohibited by rabbinic decree 
Magen Avraham). Other authorities are more lenient and allow 
him to perform actions prohibited by rabbinic decrees on that day 
Eliya Rabba), in accordance with the opinion of Rava according 
o Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:22; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3441). 


f he had partial knowledge of the day on which he left - my ox 
ja x¥°W Dir nya Ya: One who lost track of the days of the ‘week 
but is aware that it is the eighth day since his departure, i.e., he left 
on that day one week earlier, can be certain that he did not leave on 
Shabbat, and that the current day is a weekday. Therefore, he may 
perform labor on the eighth day and on the night before (Mishna 
Berura), in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 344:2). 


NOTES 


One who was walking along the way or in the 
desert, and he does not know when Shabbat oc- 
curs — naw TDS yy yx) Tava ix yw ban mit: 

In the Jerusalem Talmud, this ‘dispute i is attributed to 
Rav and Shmuel. In explanation of one of the opin- 
ions, an explanation is cited according to which one 
counts six days and observes one, then counts five 
days and observes one, then four, then three, and 

then two until he is counting one day and observing 
one, at which point he again starts counting six and 
observing one. According to this approach, during 
every two rounds of counting days in that manner, 
the day he determined as Shabbat is really Shabbat. 
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NOTES 

Two verses are written, etc. — 131 ND NIP WA: 
Some commentaries explain that the dispute be- 
ween Rav Nahman and Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak is 
not only with regard to the meaning of the verses, 
but also with regard to the logical underpinning of 
he halakha. According to Rav Nahman in the name 
of Rabba bar Avuh, the novelty is that one would 
be liable to bring multiple sacrifices for performing 
prohibited labors on different Shabbatot. According 
o Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, the novelty is that even 
hough he performed prohibited labors on different 
Shabbatot, he might still be liable to bring only one 
sacrifice. That rule is related to the dispute whether or 
not different Shabbatot demarcate between one sin 
and another and render them independent of each 
other (Penei Yehoshua). 


Perek VII 
Daf7o Amuda 


NOTES 

Unwitting act and awareness — 199) 733: Osten- 
sibly, the difference between Rav Safra’s statement 
and Rav Nahman's statement is merely semantic. 
Rav Safra speaks of awareness of Shabbat, while Rav 

ahman refers to an act that was unwitting with 
regard to Shabbat. However, Rav Safra’s opinion is 
based on the understanding that the obligation to 
bring a sin-offering results from awareness of the sin. 
That cannot be the case here, and therefore, contrary 
o standard cases of unwitting actions, the criterion 
or liability to bring a sin-offering is based on the un- 
witting action and not on the subsequent awareness. 
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We learned in the mishna that there is a difference in halakha 
between one who knows the essence of Shabbat and one who does 
not know it. The Gemara asks: From where in the Torah are these 
matters derived? Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: 
Two verses are written." One states: “And the children of Israel 
observed the Shabbat, to perform the Shabbat through their 
generations, an everlasting covenant” (Exodus 31:16). And it is 
written: “And you shall observe My Shabbatot and you shall revere 
My Sanctuary, I am God” (Leviticus 26:2). How is it that Shabbat 
is in the singular in one verse, while in the other it is in the plural 
[ Shabbatot |? It should be understood as follows: “And the children 
of Israel observed the Shabbat”: One observance for multiple 
Shabbatot. If one commits several transgressions, in certain cases 
he is only liable to bring one sacrifice. “And you shall observe My 
Shabbatot”: One observance for each and every Shabbat. In 
certain cases, one is liable to bring a sin-offering for each time that 
he unwittingly desecrated Shabbat. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak strongly objects: On the contrary, the 

opposite is reasonable. “And the children of Israel observed the 

Shabbat”: One observance for each and every Shabbat. “And you 

shall observe My Shabbatot”: One observance for multiple Shab- 
batot. In any case, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak also holds that the ha- 
lakha of our mishna is derived from comparing and contrasting 

these two verses. 


We learned in the mishna that there is a difference between one who 
is aware that the day is Shabbat and performs labor and one who 
forgets the essence of Shabbat and performs prohibited labors. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about the former clause, which 
states that he in only liable to bring one sin-offering for each Shabbat, 
and the latter clause, which states that he is liable for each and every 
primary category of labor that he performed? Rav Safra said: Here, 
where he is unaware that the day was Shabbat, when he realizes that 
he sinned, it is due to awareness of Shabbat that he desists. When 
he is told that it was Shabbat, he stops immediately. And here, where 

he is unaware that the labors are prohibited, it is due to awareness 

of the labors that he desists. When he is told that this labor is 

prohibited, he stops immediately. Rav Nahman said to Rav Safra: 
Does he desist due to Shabbat for any reason other than because 

he knows that the labors are prohibited? Ifhe did not know that the 

labor is prohibited, telling him that it is Shabbat would not cause 

him to desist. And similarly, does he desist from performing the 

labors when told that it is prohibited for any reason other than 

because he knows that it is Shabbat? Ifhe did not know that it was 

Shabbat, there would be no reason for him to desist from labor. 
Ostensibly, attributing the distinction between the two parts of the 

mishna to what eventually became known to him in the different 
cases is incorrect. Rather, Rav Nahman said: The offering that the 

Torah obligated him to bring; for what is he so obligated? It is for 

performing an unwitting transgression. There, where he was un- 
aware that the day was Shabbat, he was unwitting with regard to 

one matter; here, where he was unaware of the prohibited labors, 
he was unwitting with regard to multiple matters, and he is liable 

to bring sin-offerings in accordance with the number of matters of 
which he was unaware." 
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We learned in the mishna that one is liable to bring a sin-offering for 

each prohibited labor that he performs on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: 

From where do we derive the division of labors? What is the source 

of the halakha that if one performs numerous prohibited labors on 

Shabbat in the course of one lapse of awareness, each prohibited labor 

is considered a separate offense with regard to punishment? Shmuel 

said that the verse says: “And you shall observe the Shabbat, for it is 

holy to you; he who desecrates it" shall surely die [mot yumat]” (Ex- 
odus 31:14). We learn from the double language, mot yumat, that the 

Torah amplified multiple deaths for a single desecration. Although 

several violations were committed in the course of a single lapse of 
awareness, each is considered a separate offense with regard to punish- 
ment. The Gemara asks: That verse was written with regard to inten- 
tional transgression. The Gemara is seeking a source for multiple sacri- 
fices brought for unwitting transgression. The Gemara answers: If it 

does not refer to the matter’ of intentional transgression, as the verse 

does not teach a halakha applicable to intentional acts, as it was already 
written: “Six days you shall perform work, and on the seventh day it 

shall be holy to you, a Shabbat of rest to God; all who desecrate it shall 

die” (Exodus 35:2), refer it to the matter of unwitting transgression. 
‘The verse teaches that that which was written with regard to the death 

penalty for desecration of Shabbat in general applies to all halakhot of 
Shabbat, including cases of unwitting transgression. And what, then, is 

the meaning of the term: Shall die, in the verse? Does it mean that one 

who commits an unwitting transgression is punishable by death? It 
means that he shall die by payment of money. Death is used in the sense 

of punishment; he will be forced to pay for numerous sacrifices to atone 

for his sins. 


The Gemara asks: And let him derive division of labors from where 
it was derived according to Rabbi Natan, as it was taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Natan says that it is written: “You shall not kindle fire in 
all your dwellings on the day of Shabbat” (Exodus 35:3). Why does 
the verse state this halakha? The prohibition against kindling is in- 
cluded in the general prohibition against performing labor on Shabbat. 
Rather, it should be understood as follows. Since it is already stated: 
“And Moses gathered the entire assembly of the children of Israel and 
said to them: These are the things [eleh hadevarim] that God has com- 
manded to perform them. Six days you shall perform work, and on 
the seventh day it shall be holy to you, a Shabbat of rest to God” (Exodus 
35:1-2), and Rabbi Natan derives as follows: “These are the things,” 
which refers to the halakhot of Shabbat, there are emphases in this 
phrase that are superfluous in the context of the verse. The Torah could 
have simply stated: This is a thing [davar]. When it states: Things [de- 
varim] in the plural, it teaches at least two points. The addition of the 
definite article: The things [hadevarim], adds at least a third point. The 
numerological value of letters of the word eleh: Alef, one; lamed, thirty; 
and heh, five, is thirty-six. The total numerical value, three plus thirty-six, 
derived from the phrase: “These are the things.”" This alludes to the 
thirty-nine prohibited labors that were stated to Moses at Sinai. 


I might have thought that if one performed them all in the course of 
one lapse of awareness, forgetting that they are prohibited, he would 

be liable to bring only one sin-offering? Therefore, the verse states: “Six 

days you shall work, and on the seventh you shall rest; in plowing time 

and in harvest time you shall rest” (Exodus 34:21), indicating that 

there are prohibitions specific to both plowing and harvesting. And still 

Ican say: For plowing and for the harvesting he is liable to bring two 

sin-offerings, as they were stated explicitly. However, for performing 

all the other prohibited labors, he is liable for only one. Therefore, the 

verse states: “You shall not kindle fire in all your dwellings on the day 
of Shabbat” (Exodus 35:3). This is derived in the following manner: 
Kindling was included in the general prohibition prohibiting all labors, 
and why was it singled out and prohibited explicitly? It was singled out 

in order to equate the other labors to it and to tell you: Just as kindling 

is a primary category of prohibited labor, and one is liable for per- 
forming it on its own, so too, with regard to every primary category 
of prohibited labor, one is liable for performing it on its own. 


NOTES 


He who desecrates it — hmn: The Gemara did not 
derive multiple Shabbat desecrations from the phrase: 


on Sha 


f it do 
orm o 
princip! 


hema 


explici 


He who desecrates it, because in the halakhic midrash, 
he fact that liability for performing prohibited labor 
bbat also applies to Shabbat evening is derived 
rom this verse. 


es not refer to the matter — py iY% OX: This 
reasoning is one of the thirty-two hermeneutic 
es of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei. According 
o most commentaries, the conclusions drawn from 
re as authoritative as they would be if they were 
ly written in the Torah (see Yad Malakhi). This 


principle is based on the superfluity of verses in the 
context in which they are written. At the same time, 
the verse is never applied to matters totally unrelated 
to the meaning of the verse. 


These are the things — 072373 TI: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, the exposition is as follows: Devar, devari, de- 
varim. Another prohibited labor is derived from each 
additional letter. According to an alternative interpre- 
tation, all thirty-nine labors are derived from the word 
eleh. If the letter heh is exchanged with the letter het, a 
common exegetical approach, the numerology of eleh 
totals thirty-nine. 
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——————_ NOTES 
To divide - pond: Extrapolating a conclusion about the 
entire generalization from a single detail is based on the 
ollowing hermeneutic principle: Something that was in- 
cluded in a generalization, but was explicitly singled out 
o teach something, was intended to teach not just about 
itself but about the entire generalization. There are several 
halakhic areas which are stated in general terms, and there 
is no source applying the halakha to all of its details. Based 
on the unnecessary mention of the halakha vis-a-vis one of 
he details, application of the halakha to the entire gener- 
alization is derived. 


Perek VII 
Daf7o Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Shabbat and prohibited labors — modi naw: One who 
was unaware that it was Shabbat and was similarly unaware 
that the labors he performed were prohibited is only liable 
to bring one sin-offering, as per Rashi’s explanation of 
the Gemara’s conclusion (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 7:4). 


— NOTES — 
Did not derive - ay yawn xb: The question is raised in 
Tosafot: How can Shmuel, an amora, reject the opinions of 
two tannaiim and adopt an approach in consonance with 
neither? Elsewhere, an answer is cited in Josafot that Shmuel 
holds in accordance with the opinion of a third tanna, Rabbi 
Shimon, in this matter. Some commentaries suggest that 
since there is no practical halakhic difference between the 
opinions, as it is merely a dispute with regard to finding an 
allusion in the Torah for an accepted halakha, an amora can 
disagree with tanna'im (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 
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Rabbi Natan cited a source proving that there is liability for perfor- 
mance of each prohibited labor of Shabbat on its own. Why doesn’t 
Shmuel derive that halakha from the same source? The Gemara 
answers: Shmuel holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, who disagreed with Rabbi Natan’s interpretation of the verse, 
as Rabbi Yosei said: The prohibition against kindling on Shabbat 
was singled out to teach that one who lights a fire on Shabbat mere- 
ly violates a prohibition. Performing other primary categories of 
prohibited labor is punishable by stoning or karet. In contrast, one 
who lights a fire on Shabbat has merely violated a prohibition, as it 
was taught in a baraita: The prohibition of kindling was singled out 
as a prohibition; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei. Rabbi Natan 
says: Kindling is like any other labor prohibited on Shabbat. It was 
singled out to divide" the various labors and to establish liability 
for performance of each of them. 


The Gemara raises an additional challenge to Shmuel’s opinion. If 
he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei with regard 
to the explicit prohibition of kindling, let him derive the division 
of labors from where Rabbi Yosei derives it. As it was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yosei says, it is stated: “Speak to the children of 
Israel, saying: A soul that sins in error, from all the commandments 
of God that may not be performed, and performs from one of them 
[me‘ahat me’hena]” (Leviticus 4:2). Rabbi Yosei interprets the verse 
that at times one is liable to bring one sin-offering for all of his 
transgressions, and at times one is liable to bring a sin-offering for 
each and every transgression. And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina, said: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? 
He interprets the unique phrase employed in that verse: From one 
of these. The Torah could have merely stated: One [ahat]. Instead, 
it stated: From one [me‘ahat]. It could have merely stated: Them 
[hena]. Instead, it stated: Of them [me’hena]. Rabbi Yosei derives 
that there are cases of one transgression that, with regard to punish- 
ment, are them, i.e., many. And there are cases of them, several 
transgressions, that, with regard to punishment, are one. 


Furthermore: The term one refers to a full-fledged transgression of 
Shabbat, e.g., one who intended to and wrote a complete name, 
Shimon. The term from one refers to a case where he performed 
only part of the transgression, e.g., one who wrote 


only shem, part of the word, the letters shin and mem, from Shimon. 
Them refers to one who performed the primary categories of labor. 
Of them refers to one who performed subcategories of prohibited 
labors. One that is them refers to one transgression with multiple 
punishments, as in a case where his action was intentional with 
regard to Shabbat in that he was aware that it was Shabbat, and his 
action was unwitting with regard to the prohibited labors in that 
he was unaware that the labors were prohibited. In that case, he is 
liable for each primary category of labor. Them that are one refers 
to several transgressions with one punishment, as in a case where 
his action was unwitting with regard to Shabbat in that he was 
unaware that it was Shabbat, and his action was intentional with 
regard to the prohibited labors in that he was aware that the labors 
were prohibited." In that case, he is liable to bring only one sin-of- 
fering. Apparently, Rabbi Yosei has a source for the division of 
Shabbat labors. Why doesn’t Shmuel derive the halakha from that 
source? The Gemara answers: Shmuel did not derive" one that is 
them and them that are one from the verse. 
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Rava raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman: Whatis the halakha 
if a person had a lapse of awareness of both this, Shabbat, and 
that, a particular labor? He said to him: He had a lapse of 
awareness with regard to Shabbat and is liable to bring only one 
sin-offering. Rava said to him: On the contrary, he had a lapse of 
awareness with regard to prohibited labors, and he should be 
liable for each and every labor that he performed. Rather, Rav 
Ashi said: We see, if it is due to awareness of Shabbat that he 
desists from performing the labor when he is told what day it is, 
then, apparently, it was a lapse of awareness with regard to 
Shabbat, and he is liable for only one. And if it is due to 
awareness of the prohibited labor that he desists, then, 
apparently, it was a lapse of awareness with regard to the labors 
and he is liable for each and every one. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: 
Does he desist due to Shabbat for any reason other than because 
he knows that the labors are prohibited? And similarly, does he 
desist from performing the labors when told that it is prohibited 
for any reason other than because he knows that it is Shabbat? 
When one desists from labor when he is told that it is Shabbat, it 
is because he understands that the labor he is performing is 
prohibited on Shabbat. Similarly, when one desists from his labor 
when he is told that the labor is prohibited, it is because he 
understands that the day is Shabbat. Rather, there is no difference 
between the cases, and in both he is considered unwitting with 
regard to Shabbat. 


The Gemara further discusses the matter from a different perspec- 
tive. We learned in a mishna: The number of primary categories 
of prohibited labors on Shabbat is forty-less-one, which the 
mishna proceeds to list. And we discussed this mishna: Why do 
I need this tally of forty-less-one? Isn’t merely listing the prohib- 
ited labors sufficient? And Rabbi Yohanan said: The tally was 
included to teach that if he performed all the prohibited labors 
in the course of one lapse of awareness during which he was 
unaware of the prohibition involved, he is liable for each and 
every one. Granted, if you say that one who hada lapse of aware- 
ness of both this and that" is liable for each and every one, it 
works out well. However, if you say that since one who had a 
lapse of awareness of this and that had a lapse of awareness with 
regard to Shabbat, and he is liable to bring only one sin-offering, 
under what circumstances can you find a case where one would 
be liable for unwittingly violating all thirty-nine labors? It must 
be in a case where, with regard to Shabbat, his actions were in- 
tentional, as he was aware that it was Shabbat, and, with regard 
to the prohibited labors, his actions were unwitting, as he was 
unaware that these labors were prohibited on Shabbat. 


It works out well if he holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, who said: Once he was unwitting with regard 
to the fact that the punishment for his transgression is karet, even 
though he was aware that his action was in violation of a Torah 
prohibition and performed the transgression intentionally, he is 
considered to have sinned unwittingly. You find that possibility 
in a case where he was aware that performing labor on Shabbat 
involves violation of a Torah prohibition, but he was unaware that 
the punishment for violating that prohibition is karet. However, 
ifhe holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish, who said: It is not considered unwitting until he was 
unwitting with regard to both the prohibition and karet, the 
result is that he is completely unaware ofall the prohibited labors 
of Shabbat. The question then arises: With regard to what aspect 
of Shabbat was he aware? If he was completely unaware of all the 
labors prohibited on Shabbat, in what sense were his actions in- 
tentional with regard to Shabbat? The Gemara answers: He was 
aware of the halakhot of the prohibition of Shabbat boundaries, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who holds that 
that prohibition is by Torah law. 


NOTES 
Lapse of awareness of both this and that - mt owy 
iva m: Some commentaries sought to distinguish 
between this case and the case in the mishna of one 
who forgets the essence of Shabbat. There too, he is 
unaware of all the prohibited labors and is only liable 
to bring one sin-offering. Therefore, they explained 
that the Gemara here is referring to a case where one 
performed some of the prohibited labors while he was 
unwitting with regard to Shabbat and intentional with 
regard to the labors, and performed the rest of the 
prohibited labors while unwitting with regard to the 
prohibited labors. There was no point at which he was 
completely unaware of the essence of Shabbat (Meiri). 
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Perek VII 
Daf71 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Reaping draws reaping - nys? nyia APP: The Gemara 
is referring to one who reaped and ground the requisite 
measure of grain while unwitting with regard to Shabbat 
and intentional with regard to the prohibited labors, and 
then reaped and ground again while intentional with regard 
to Shabbat and unwitting with regard to labors. If he first 
became aware with regard to the first acts of reaping and 
grinding and subsequently became aware of the second, 
one sacrifice is sufficient, as reaping draws reaping, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rava (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 7:10). 


And the parallel grinding remains in its place — nymo 
nmi mMaipaa A: If, after performing the unwitting 
acts, one first became aware of the reaping he performed 
while intentional with regard to Shabbat and unwitting 
with regard to prohibited labors, the sacrifice that he brings 
for that act of reaping atones for it and for the reaping and 
grinding he performed separately while unwitting with re- 
gard to Shabbat. The sacrifice does not atone for the grinding 
he performed together with the reaping while intentional 
with regard to Shabbat, as the halakha is ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava in disputes with Abaye (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:10). 
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Rava said: One who reaped and ground grain in the measure ofa 

dried fig-bulk, the measure that determines liability for the labors 

of reaping and grinding on Shabbat, while in performing those ac- 
tions he was unwitting with regard to Shabbat and intentional with 

regard to the prohibited labors. He was unaware that it was Shabbat, 
but he was aware that the labors were prohibited. And he did not 
realize that he had sinned until he again reaped and ground grain 

in the measure of a dried fig-bulk, while in performing those ac- 
tions he was intentional with regard to Shabbat and unwitting with 

regard to the prohibited labors. He was aware that it was Shabbat, 
but he was unaware that the labors were prohibited. And afterward 

he became aware that he had performed the labors of reaping and 

grinding while unwitting with regard to Shabbat and intentional 

with regard to the prohibited labors. He set aside a sin-offering to 

atone for his sin, based on the principle that he need set aside only 
one sin-offering even though he performed two primary categories 

of labor in the same lapse of awareness. And afterward he became 

aware that he had performed the labors of reaping and grinding 
while intentional with regard to Shabbat and unwitting with regard 

to the prohibited labors. For performing two categories of prohib- 
ited labor unwittingly, reaping and grinding, one should be liable to 

bring two sin-offerings. 


Nevertheless, in that case, the sin-offering that atoned for the unwit- 
ting act of reaping, which he performed when his action was unwit- 
ting with regard to Shabbat, draws with it atonement for the second 

unwitting act of reaping," which he performed when his action was 

unwitting with regard to the prohibited labor, and for which he also 

was liable to bring a sin-offering. And similarly, the sin-offering that 
atoned for the unwitting act of grinding, which he performed when 

his action was unwitting with regard to Shabbat, draws with it atone- 
ment for the unwitting act of grinding, which he performed when 

his action was unwitting with regard to the prohibited labor. Since 

the offering was sacrificed after he had committed both transgres- 
sions, he attains atonement with one sacrifice, even though he per- 
formed several forms of the transgression in a single lapse of aware- 
ness. However, if the order of events in that case was different in 

that he became aware of reaping" performed when his action was 

intentional with regard to Shabbat and his action was unwitting 
with regard to the prohibited labors, and he set aside an offering 
to atone for his unwitting transgression, and only afterward he be- 
came aware that he had performed the labors of reaping and grind- 
ing when his actions were unwitting with regard to Shabbat, the 

sin-offering that he brings for the reaping draws with it atonement 
for the previous reaping and the concomitant grinding. As far as 

the lapse of awareness with regard to Shabbat is concerned, reaping 
and grinding are considered like one sin, and atonement for one 

atones for the other. And the parallel grinding that he performed 

together with the latter reaping remains in its place," i.e., he does 

not attain atonement for that transgression. When he becomes 

aware of it, he brings a separate offering for atonement. 


NOTES 


However, if he became aware of reaping - by byt bax 
MPP: Some commentaries explain that the phrase: Became 
aware of reaping, refers here to both reaping and grinding. The 
Gemara deemed it unnecessary to elaborate, relying on the 
context (Rav Shmuel Strashun). Others are of the opinion that 
the language is precise because once one became aware that 
he performed the labors of reaping and grinding while unwit- 
ting with regard to the prohibited labors, he would immediately 


be liable to bring two sin-offerings. Even according to the opin- 
ion of Abaye, his ultimate discovery that he had a lapse of 
awareness with regard to Shabbat as well would be irrelevant. 
However, when he became aware of the labor of reaping alone, 
and then he became aware that he was unwitting with regard 
to Shabbat, and only then he became aware of the grinding 
as well, Abaye holds that the atonement for one draws with it 
atonement for the other (7ziyyun LeNefesh Hayya). 
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Abaye said: Grinding also draws the latter grinding with it, as the 
designation of grinding is one. Since he attained atonement for one 
act of grinding, atonement is attained for the second act of grinding as 
well, as they were performed in one lapse of awareness, and he became 
aware only after the acts were completed. The Gemara asks: And is Rava 
of the opinion that atonement can be attained by means of drawing? 
Wasn't it stated that there is a dispute with regard to that matter in a 
case where one unwittingly ate two olive-bulks of forbidden fat in one 
lapse of awareness, e.g., he ate two pieces of forbidden fat from differ- 
ent parts of an animal in the belief that they were permitted fat? One is 
liable to bring a sin-offering for that transgression. And in a case where 
he became aware that one of the olive-bulks was forbidden fat, and 
then ate a third olive-bulk while still in the midst of the lapse of aware- 
ness of the second piece of forbidden fat, i.e., he had not yet become 
aware that the second of the original olive-bulks was indeed prohibited 
and after eating the third olive-bulk, he became aware of both the sec- 
ond and the third pieces of fat. Rava said: Ifhe brought a sacrifice for 
the first," atonement is attained for the transgressions of the first and 
second olive-bulks, since he ate both in one lapse of awareness. How- 
ever, atonement is not attained for the third because awareness of the 
first olive-bulk interposes. 


If he brought a sacrifice for the third after he became aware that he 
had sinned, atonement is attained for the transgressions of the third 
and second, since both were performed in one lapse of awareness. 
However, atonement is not attained for the transgression of the first, 
which occurred in a separate lapse of awareness. If he brought a sacri- 
fice for the middle one, atonement is attained for all, since both the 
first and third olive-bulks have a lapse of awareness common with the 
second. Abaye said: Even if he brought a sacrifice for any one of them, 
atonement is attained for all of them by means of drawing. Since he 
attained atonement for one of the olive-bulks, that atonement draws 
with it atonement for the other olive-bulks with which it shared a lapse 
of awareness. In any case, apparently Rava is not of the opinion that 
atonement draws with it atonement. How, then, does he say that atone- 
ment for reaping draws with it atonement for other acts of reaping? The 
Gemara answers: After he heard this halakha from Abaye, he adopted 
it." The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, if Rava accepts the principle of 
drawing, by that same principle grinding should also draw with it 
grinding. The Gemara answers: There is a difference. Although he is of 
the opinion that atonement can be attained by means of drawing, he is 
not of the opinion that atonement that was attained through drawing 
can draw additional atonement through drawing. Atonement for the 
initial transgression of grinding was only attained by means of being 
drawn by the atonement for reaping. Rava holds that it cannot then 
proceed to draw atonement for the latter act of grinding. 


The Gemara comments: A matter that was obvious to Abaye and Rava 
was a dilemma for Rabbi Zeira." In a case where one’s action was in- 
tentional with regard to Shabbat and unwitting with regard to the labors, 
and in a case where one’s action was unwitting with regard to Shabbat 
and intentional with regard to the labors, he is liable to bring only one 
sin-offering for the unwitting violation of Shabbat. This was not obvious 
to Rabbi Zeira, as Rabbi Zeira raised a dilemma before Rabbi Asi, 
and others say that Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma before Rabbi 
Zeira: If one reaped and ground grain in the measure of half a dried 
fig-bulk, and his action was unwitting with regard to Shabbat and 
intentional with regard to the prohibited labors. He is certainly not 
liable by Torah law because he reaped and ground less than the mini- 
mum measure for liability. And then he reaped or ground grain in the 
amount of half a dried fig-bulk and his action was intentional with 
regard to Shabbat and unwitting with regard to the prohibited labors, 
do they join together to constitute the minimum measure that deter- 
mines liability to bring a sin-offering when he becomes aware that he 
sinned? He said to him: They are separate with regard to sin-offerings, 
i.e., if one reaped and ground the minimum measure that determines 
liability, he is liable to bring two sin-offerings, and therefore they do 
not join together to constitute the minimum measure. 


HALAKHA 


If he brought a sacrifice for the first - by ap wat 
tw: If one who ate two prohibited foods in the 
course of one lapse of awareness, became aware of 
one of them, ate another prohibited food while still 
unaware of the second, and brought a sacrifice for the 
first one, he gains atonement for only the first and sec- 
ond acts of eating. If, after he became aware of the 
third, he brought a sacrifice, he gains atonement for 
the second and third. If he brought a sacrifice for the 
second, he gains atonement for all three acts of eating, 
as the halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava in disputes with Abaye. Although the Gemara 
indicates that Rava ultimately accepted Abaye's opinion 
with regard to the principle of drawing, it does not state 
explicitly that he reconsidered his own opinion. Fur- 
thermore, there is room to distinguish between the ha- 
lakhot of Shabbat, where he agrees with Abaye, and the 
halakhot of prohibited foods, where he does not (Kesef 
Mishne, Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:11). 


NOTES 


After he heard this from Abaye, he adopted it - ana 
MID aN AYIAWw: This expression poses several dif- 
ficulties in terms of the halakhic ruling, which inspired 
several unusual explanations. Some authorities explain 
that it means that once Rava heard about the effective- 
ness of drawing according to Abaye, he too adopted 
the principle of drawing to a certain degree but not 
fully (Kesef Mishne). Others believe that the two cases 
are not comparable, as with regard to Shabbat there is 
no drawing whatsoever according to Rava. The Gemara 
is merely stating that it appears that way, but actually 
Rava did not agree with Abaye at all (Meiri; see Kesef 
Mishne). 


Was a dilemma for Rabbi Zeira - x1 va NYIN: AC- 
cording to the second version, in which Rabbi Yirmeya 
raised a dilemma before Rabbi Zeira, there was no di- 
lemma for Rabbi Zeira in this matter whatsoever. He 
decided that the items do not join together. Some com- 
mentaries explain that because it was a dilemma for 
Rabbi Zeira according to the first version, the Gemara 
could not state with any degree of certainty that he 
adopted a clear opinion in this matter (Penei Yehoshua). 
Indeed, the Jerusalem Talmud cites two versions. In 
both of them, there was a dilemma for Rabbi Zeira. 
Here too, it should be understood that he did not speak 
definitively; rather, he held that no unequivocal halakhic 
ruling can be issued on this matter. 


YTP: PEREK VII:71A 347 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 
Notar and piggul — bap anid: Notar and piggul are 
somewhat alike. The source of their prohibition is 
from Leviticus (7:18, 19:7). The difference between 
them is that notar refers to sacrificial meat that 
was either not eaten or not offered within its al- 
lotted time period, while piggul is the result of the 
attending priest having the intention to eat the 
sacrifice after its allotted time while performing 
one of the four sacrificial services. One who eats 
either of these commits a transgression whose 
punishment is karet. If he did so unwittingly, he is 
liable to bring a sin-offering. 
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PAMAT IRD TIY pA MOTI 


The Gemara asks: And wherever they are separate with regard to sin- 
offerings, do they not join together? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: If 
one ate one piece of forbidden fat and then ate another piece of forbid- 
den fat, each larger than the measure for liability, in one lapse of 
awareness," he is liable to bring only one sin-offering? In the next case 

in the mishna, four items are listed. If one eats them unwittingly he is 

liable to bring a sin-offering. If he ate forbidden fat, and blood, and 

notar, sacrifices that remained after the time when they may be eaten 

has expired, and piggul," sacrifices that were invalidated due to inap- 
propriate intent while being offered, in one lapse of awareness," he is 

liable to bring a sin-offering for each and every one. That is the stric- 
ture that applies to many types of prohibitions relative to one, the same, 
type. And this is the stricture of one type relative to many types: That 

if one ate half an olive-bulk, and then ate another half an olive-bulk 
from one type, he is liable because the two half measures join to con- 
stitute a single measure. And if he ate two halves of an olive-bulk from 

two types," he is exempt. 


And we discussed this mishna: When we learned of one who ate two 
halves of an olive-bulk from one type, was it necessary to say that he 
is liable? That is obvious. And Reish Lakish said in the name of the 
Sage bar Tutni: With what are we dealing here? We are dealing with 
a case where he ate two halves of an olive-bulk from two dishes, where 
each half was prepared separately, and this is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, who said that dishes separate. One who 
eats two olive-bulks of prohibited food that was prepared in two differ- 
ent dishes in the course of one lapse of awareness is liable to bring a 
sin-offering for each one. Lest you say that Rabbi Yehoshua stated his 
opinion that dishes separate both as a leniency and as a stricture, and 
therefore one who ate two halves of an olive-bulk from two dishes 
would be exempt, the mishna teaches us that Rabbi Yehoshua did not 
state his opinion as a leniency. He stated his opinion as a stricture. 


But here, where they are separate with regard to the number of sin- 
offerings, i.e., according to Rabbi Yehoshua one who eats an olive-bulk 
from each of the two dishes is liable to bring two sin-offerings, and, 
nevertheless, the two halves of an olive-bulk from the two dishes join 
together and constitute a full measure and render him liable to bring a 
sin-offering. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Yirmeya: The Master taught 
Reish Lakish’s response with regard to the first clause of the mishna, 
and it is difficult for him. We taught Reish Lakish’s response with re- 
gard to the latter clause of the mishna, and it is not difficult for us. 
When we learned in the latter clause of the mishna: One who ate two 
halves of an olive-bulk from two types, was it necessary to say that he 
is exempt? That is obvious. Reish Lakish said in the name of bar 
Tutni: Actually, it is referring even to a case where the prohibition was 
from one type of food. And why then does the mishna call it two 
types? Because he eats it in the two separate dishes in which it was 
prepared. And this ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, who said that dishes separate. And this teaches us that 
Rabbi Yehoshua stated his opinion that dishes separate both as a 
leniency and as a stricture. 


The Gemara asks: From the fact that the latter clause is referring to one 
type of food and a case where the two halves of an olive-bulk were 
prepared in two dishes, as explained above, 


HALAKHA 


One who ate one piece of forbidden fat and then ate another 
piece of forbidden fat in one lapse of awareness — abm abn bors 
y owa: One who ate prohibited food, e.g., forbidden fat, sev- 
eral times in the course of one lapse of awareness, even though 
time passed between the different acts of eating, is liable to bring 
only one sin-offering. If he became aware of the prohibition be- 
tween the various unwitting acts of eating, he is liable to bring a 
sin-offering for each lapse of awareness (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 6:1). 


If he ate forbidden fat, and blood, and notar, and piggul in one 
lapse of awareness - m% owa Dia ani) on abn: If one ate 


several foods, each prohibited by a separate Torah prohibition, 
e.g, forbidden fat, blood, notar, and piggul, he is liable to bring a 
separate sin-offering for each, provided he ate the requisite mea- 
sure, an olive-bulk, from each (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 6:4). 


Two halves of an olive-bulk from two types — D3 DWA DIT NYT: 
If one unwittingly ate half an olive-bulk of one type of prohibited 
food, and then ate half an olive-bulk of another type of prohibited 
food during the same lapse of awareness, he is exempt from the 
obligation to bring a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 6:7). 
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by inference, the first clause in the mishna is referring to one 

type of food and one dish. The problem is then more difficult. 
In a case where one ate two halves of an olive-bulk from one 

type of food and in one dish, was it necessary to say that he is 

liable? That is obvious. Rav Huna said: With what are we deal- 
ing here? We are dealing with a case where he had a period of 
awareness between eating the two half olive-bulks. After eating 
the first half of an olive-bulk, he became aware that he had eaten 

food that was prohibited. Then he became unaware again and 

ate the second half of an olive-bulk. Although, with regard to 

sacrifices, awareness usually serves as a line of demarcation 

between unwitting transgressions performed prior to the period 

of awareness and unwitting transgressions performed thereafter, 
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gam- 
liel who said: There is no awareness for half a measure." Since 

one is not liable to bring a sacrifice for half a measure, the fact 
that one became aware between consumption of the two halves 

of an olive-bulk is of no significance and does not demarcate 

between the two half-measures with regard to liability to bring 
a sin- offering. 


A dispute between amora’im was stated: With regard to one 
who ate two olive-bulks of forbidden fat in one lapse of aware- 
ness, and became aware of the transgression of eating the first 
olive-bulk, and then became aware of the transgression of 
eating the second," Rabbi Yohanan said: He is liable to bring 
two sin-offerings, one offering for each transgression. And 
Reish Lakish said: He is liable to bring only one. Both Sages 
cite proofs for their opinions. Rabbi Yohanan said that he is 
liable as it is stated: “And he shall offer for his sin that he 
sinned... and he shall bring the ox” (Leviticus 4:3-4), indicat- 
ing that he is liable to bring a separate sacrifice for each sin. And 
Reish Lakish said he is exempt, as it is stated: “And the priest 
shall atone for him from his sin, and it shall be forgiven for 
him” (Leviticus 4:26), indicating that even if he atoned from 
his sin, i.e., for part of his sin and not all of his sin, the entire 
transgression is forgiven. 


The Gemara asks: And how can Reish Lakish say that one sin- 
offering is sufficient? Isn’t it written: “For his sin... and he shall 
bring”? The Gemara answers: That verse refers to a case where 
he only became aware of the second sin after attaining atone- 
ment for the first. However, if he became aware prior to atone- 
ment, he is required to bring only one sin-offering. The Gemara 
asks: And Rabbi Yohanan, too, how can he say that one is liable 
to bring two sin-offerings? Isn’t it written: “From his sin, and 
it shall be forgiven for him? The Gemara answers: According 
to Rabbi Yohanan, with what are we dealing here? It is a case 
where one ate an olive-bulk and a half," and he became aware 
of his transgression of eating a single olive-bulk, and then he 
ate another half of an olive-bulk in the course of the lapse of 
awareness of the second half of an olive-bulk that he ate to- 
gether with the whole olive-bulk. Lest you say that the two 
halves of an olive-bulk should join together, and he is liable to 
bring an additional sin-offering, the verse teaches us that in that 
case he is exempt because he has already atoned for part of his 
transgression. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 

Awareness for half a measure - yw rend my: The prob- 
lem of half a measure is not restricted to the well-known 
problem of halakhot of unwitting transgressions. The es- 
sential question, which is the subject of an amoraic dispute, 
is: To what extent is half a measure a significant amount by 
Torah law? Do Torah prohibitions prohibit any amount of 
the item, and it is only liability that requires the definition 
of legal parameters? Or, does the prohibition itself apply 
only to the requisite measure, i.e., anything less than that 
measure is permitted by Torah law and prohibited only by 
rabbinic decree? The question of whether awareness of half 
a measure is significant is based on the same dispute. 


One who ate two olive-bulks of forbidden fat in one lapse 
of awareness, and became aware of the first...the sec- 
ond - by. by b ynin ay oyaa abn on aw bor 
WT: If one ate two separate olive-bulks of forbidden fat 
separately in the course of one lapse of awareness, and he 
became aware of the first and only later became aware of the 


second, he is liable to bring two sin-offerings, as the halakha 
is ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in 
disputes with Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 6:9). 


Where one ate an olive-bulk and a half, etc. - na boxw 


^3) AYN: If one unwittingly ate an olive-bulk and a half 
of a prohibited food, became aware of having eaten one 
olive-bulk, and then ate another half an olive-bulk while still 
unaware of the original half of an olive-bulk that he ate, the 
two half-measures do not combine (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 6:10). 
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HALAKHA 


Periods of awareness separate - niyy? 
niponn: If one unwittingly performed two 
transgressions in one lapse of awareness, be- 
came aware of one, and then became aware of 
the other, he is liable to bring two sin-offerings, 
even though he became aware of the second 
prior to designating an animal for the sin-offer- 
ing for the first transgression. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 5:1). 
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NOTES 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: In the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and 
Reish Lakish, they disagree in a case where one became aware of the 
second transgression prior to designating an animal for the first sin-of- 
fering, and this is the point over which they disagree: That one Sage, 
Rabbi Yohanan, holds that periods of awareness separate." Since one 
became aware of his sins at two different stages, he is liable to bring two 
sin-offerings. And one Sage, Reish Lakish, holds that only designations 
of animals for sacrifices separate. However, if one became aware of the 
second transgression after designation of the animal for the first sin-of- 
fering, Reish Lakish agrees with Rabbi Yohanan that he is liable to bring 
two sin-offerings. Or, perhaps they are disagreeing in a case where he 
became aware of the second sin after designating an animal for the first 
sin-offering, and this is the point over which they disagree: That one 
Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that designations separate; and one Sage, 
Reish Lakish, holds that only atonements separate. Only after the sin- 
offering has been sacrificed on the altar and the sinner has obtained 
atonement can it be said that the sacrifice’s capacity to atone is spent and 
cannot atone for a sin of which he became aware afterward. However, if 
he became aware of the second sin prior to designation of the sacrifice, 
Rabbi Yohanan agrees with Reish Lakish that he is liable to bring only 
one sin-offering. Or, perhaps, the dispute between them is both in this 
case, before designation, and in that case, after designation. 


Rav Ashi said to him: It is reasonable to say that the dispute is both in 

this case and in that case. As, should it enter your mind that they dis- 
agree only in a case where he became aware of the second sin prior to 

designation of an animal for the first sin-offering, and in a case where he 

became aware after designation Reish Lakish agrees with Rabbi 

Yohanan that he is liable to bring two sin-offerings, then rather than 

establishing the verse that posed a difficulty to Reish Lakish’s opinion in 

a case where one became aware of the second sin after atonement for the 

first, let him establish it in a case where one became aware of the trans- 
gression after designation of an animal for the first sin-offering. And 

similarly, if you say that they disagree only in a case where he became 

aware of the second sin after designation, and in a case where he became 

aware prior to designation Rabbi Yohanan agrees with Reish Lakish 

that he is only liable to bring one sin-offering, then rather than establish- 
ing the verse that posed a difficulty to Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion in a case 

where he ate an olive-bulk and a half, let him establish it in a case where 

he became aware of the transgression prior to designation. 


Ravina does not accept this proof, as, in his opinion, it is flawed: And 
perhaps there is uncertainty with regard to this matter, and he spoke 
employing the style of: If you wish to say. If you wish to say that they 
disagree in a case where he became aware of the second sin prior to 
designation, then how does Rabbi Yohanan establish the verse? He 
establishes the verse in a case where one ate an olive-bulk and a half. And 
if you wish to say they disgaree in a case where he became aware of the 
second sin after designation, then how does Reish Lakish establish the 
verse? He establishes the verse in a case where one became aware of the 
second sin after attaining atonement. 


Ulla said: According to the one who said that in order to designate a 
definite guilt-offering,’ a sacrifice brought by one who committed a 
robbery, misused sacred objects, or had relations with a designated maid- 
servant, one does not require prior knowledge" that he definitely sinned, 


Definite guilt-offering -X1 Dwy: The types of guilt-offerings 
described in the Torah (Leviticus 5:15-26) can be divided into 
three categories: The guilt-offerings of a nazirite and a leper; 
the uncertain guilt-offering brought when there is uncertainty 
whether or not a transgression warranting a sin-offering was 
committed; and a definite guilt-offering, which is the standard 
guilt-offering, so-called to underscore the difference between 
it and the uncertain guilt-offering. 


Prior knowledge — nyna wp: There is no clear source for 
the dispute over the need for prior knowledge with regard to 
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liability to bring a guilt-offering. Some commentaries, includ- 
ing Rashi, find a source in the dispute between Rabbi Akiva 
and Rabbi Tarfon in tractate Keritot. Other commentaries (Ran) 
derived from tractate Keritot that there is a dispute over this is- 
sue, even though it is not stated explicitly. Yet others say that it 
is a dispute between Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon (Rabbeinu 
Zerahia HaLevi; Ramban). Another opinion states that the second 
opinion is not explicitly mentioned in the Gemara and is only 
derived by inference (Meiri). As to the issue itself, the basic ques- 
tion with regard to prior knowledge is whether a person must 


be aware that he has sinned when he designates an animal as 
a guilt-offering or whether he can he bring the guilt-offering 
even if he is uncertain whether or not he sinned. The conclu- 
sion based on the Gemara here is that there is no need for prior 
knowledge in order to designate an animal as a guilt-offering. 
This is true with regard to both intentional and unwitting trans- 
gressions, especially in the case of a designated maidservant. 
Since there is no difference between intentional and unwitting 
cases, prior knowledge or lack thereof is irrelevant (see Rabbeinu 
Hananel). 
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WIV 


one who had relations with a designated maidservant five times is only 
liable to bring one guilt-offering, even if he became aware of his transgres- 
sion between each instance of relations with her. Because awareness is 

insignificant with regard to this sacrifice, it does not demarcate in terms 

of the number of guilt-offerings that he is liable to bring.’ Rav Hamnuna 

strongly objects to this halakha: But if what you say is so, one who had 

relations with a designated maidservant, and again had relations, and 

designated an animal for the offering, and said: Wait for me before 

sacrificing the offering until I have relations again, so that the guilt-offer- 
ing will atone for this transgression as well, would you say that the same 

applies in that case too, that he is only liable to bring one guilt-offering? 

Ulla said to him: You referred to an action performed after designation 

of an animal for the guilt-offering. I did not say that halakha with regard 

to an action that was performed after designation." 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: Accord- 
ing to the one who said that in order to designate a definite guilt-offer- 
ing one requires prior knowledge that he definitely sinned, one who had 

relations five times with a designated maidservant" is liable to bring a 

guilt-offering for each and every one. Because awareness is significant 

with regard to guilt-offerings, the awareness between the acts of cohabita- 
tion renders each a separate transgression. Abaye said to Rav Dimi: That 

is not so, as with regard to a sin-offering for which we require prior 

knowledge, Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish disagree 

whether or not awareness following an unwitting sin demarcates one 

transgression from another. Rav Dimi was silent and had no response. In 

an attempt to resolve the problem, Abaye said to him: Perhaps you said 

your statement with regard to an act that the sinner seeks to commit after 

designating an animal as a guilt-offering but wants to attain atonement 

for by means of that same designated sacrifice. That statement is in ac- 
cordance with the statement of Rav Hamnuna. Rav Dimi remembered 

and said to Abaye: Yes, that was what was originally stated. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he cited several dis- 
putes concerning the halakhot of guilt-offerings and said: Everyone 
agrees with regard to a designated maidservant, and everyone agrees 
with regard to a designated maidservant, and there is a dispute with 
regard to a designated maidservant. The Gemara elaborates: Everyone 
agrees with regard to a designated maidservant; one is liable to bring 
only one guilt-offering, even for many acts of cohabitation, in accordance 
with the opinion of Ulla. Ulla said that since prior knowledge is not re- 
quired for liability to bring a guilt-offering, even if one became aware of 
his transgression between each time he had relations, he brings only one 
sacrifice. And everyone agrees" with regard to a designated maid- 
servant; one is liable for each and every act of cohabitation, ifit occurred 
after designation of an animal for a guilt-offering for the previous trans- 
gression, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hamnuna. And there 
is a dispute with regard to a designated maidservant; this refers to the 
one who said that, in order to designate a definite guilt-offering, one 
requires prior knowledge that he definitely sinned. In that case, the legal 
status of the guilt-offering is equal to that of the sin-offering and is the 
subject of a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish, who disagree whether awareness between two unwitting trans- 
gressions demarcates and requires two offerings. 


It was stated that amora’im disagreed with regard to the halakha in the 
following case: 


HALAKHA 


Action that was performed after designation — Daya meyn 
wpm: One who had relations with a designated maidservant, 
set aside a guilt-offering, and then had relations with her again 
is liable to bring an additional guilt-offering because desig- 
nation of an animal demarcates between actions, as per the 


NOTES 


The guilt-offering of a designated maid- 
servant — nann anaw Dwy: The halakha with 
regard to the designated ‘maidservant appears 
in Leviticus (19:20-22), but the depiction in the 
Torah is somewhat vague. Consequently, the 
Sages dispute both the identity of the desig- 
nated maidservant and the halakhot that apply 
to her. According to the halakhic conclusion, a 
designated maidservant is a Canaanite slave 
who was partially freed, e.g., she was owned 
by two partners and one of them freed her. She 
was subsequently betrothed to a Hebrew slave. 
The Torah states that if someone other than the 
maidservant's betrothed has relations with her, 
he is liable to bring a guilt-offering whether 
he acted intentionally or unwittingly. Indeed, 
one is liable to bring just one guilt-offering for 
many acts of cohabitation. The discussion in 
the Talmud with regard to this issue is about 
whether there is any case in which one would 
be liable to bring several sacrifices for sinning 
with a single maidservant. There is no differ- 
ence whether the individual acted intentionally 
or unwittingly. Whether or not he was aware, 
he is liable to bring a sacrifice. 


Everyone agrees...and everyone agrees — 
atin Som..o-tin Sam: This formulation 
appears with regard to topics where different 
halakhot are cited pertaining to a certain issue. 
The Gemara prefaces the discussion with this 
didactic introduction to arouse interest. 


statements of Ulla and Rav Hamnuna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 9:6). 


only one guil 


One who had relations five times with a designated maid- 
servant — ADIN ANDwa mibya van bya: One who has relations 
with a designated maidservant several times is liable to bring 


-offering. That is the case whether the sexual acts 


were all within one lapse of awareness or in several different 
lapses. That is also the case whether he performed those acts 
unwittingly or intentionally, in accordance with the opinion of 
Ulla (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:5). 
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HALAKHA 


One who intended to lift a plant detached from the 
ground on Shabbat and mistakenly severed a plant still 
attached - van n% gop wiban ny magy pan: On 
Shabbat, if one intends to liftan object that is detached from 
the ground and mistakenly cuts something still growing in 
the ground, he is exempt. Anyone who intends to perform 
a permitted act and unintentionally performs a prohibited 
labor on Shabbat is similarly exempt. In some other areas of 
halakha, one is liable for violating a prohibition even if he 
did so with no intent whatsoever (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:7). 


One who intended to perform a permitted labor on Shab- 
bat but performed a forbidden labor in error — nivy) avn 
DN noxba awa ney) wit nason nawa: lfone intended 
to perform a permitted action on Shabbat but in error per- 
formed a prohibited labor, he is exempt, as per the statement 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:11). 


NOTES 

Unwitting and unawares — poyryai aiw: The differences 
between one who commits a transgression unwittingly and 
one who does so when acting unawares, as well as the defi- 
nition of acting unawares with regard to both the halakhot 
of Shabbat and other halakhot, are all subject to dispute. The 
undamental difference between unwitting and unawares 
is that one who acts unwittingly intends to perform the 
action in the manner that he performs it. However, due to 
orgetfulness or some other reason, he was not conscious 
of the fact that it is prohibited. Acting unawares refers to 
circumstances where one has no intent to perform the ac- 
ion at all. Everyone agrees that one who acts unawares is 
exempt with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, since the 
Torah prohibited only planned, thoughtful labor. An action 
performed without intent to perform that action is excluded 
rom that category. On the other hand, with regard to pro- 
hibited foods and forbidden relations, even one who acts 
unawares is liable because, ultimately, he derives a forbidden 
pleasure. As far as other transgressions, where one does not 
enjoy physical pleasure, the extent of the liability of one who 
acts unawares is unclear. 


Other mitzvot — m1 Iw: It is not surprising that this 
phrase is defined in this context as referring to idolatry alone. 
In several places the Sages state that idolatry is equivalent 
to all mitzvot (Tosafot). 
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One who intended to lift a plant detached from the ground on 
Shabbat and mistakenly severed a plant still attached" to the ground, 
which under other circumstances constitutes performance of the 
prohibited labor of reaping, is exempt from bringing a sin-offering 
for his mistaken act, since he did not intend to perform an act of 
cutting. One who performs an action unawares [mitasek]," i.e., he 
had no intention to perform the act at all, incurs no liability what- 
soever. One who intended to cut a detached plant and unwittingly 
severed a plant still attached to the ground, Rava said: He too is 
exempt. Abaye said: He is liable. The Gemara elaborates: Rava 
said that he is exempt because he did not intend to perform an act 
of prohibited severing. He intended to perform an action com- 
pletely permitted on Shabbat." He had no misconception with re- 
gard to the halakhot of Shabbat. It was merely a mistaken act. And 
Abaye said that he is liable because he intended to perform a 
standard act of cutting. Since he intended to perform that act, and 
he carried out his intent, the Torah characterizes it as unwitting and 
not as unawares. 


Rava said: From where do I derive to say this opinion? As it was 
taught in a baraita: There is a stricture with regard to the prohibi- 
tions of Shabbat that is greater than the stricture with regard to 
other mitzvot, and a stricture with regard to other mitzvot" that 
is greater than the stricture with regard to Shabbat. The Gemara 
elaborates: A stricture with regard to Shabbat that is greater than 
the stricture with regard to other mitzvot is that, with regard to 
Shabbat, one who performed two transgressions on Shabbat, even 
ifhe did so in the course of one lapse of awareness, is liable to bring 
a sin-offering for each and every one, which is not the case in 
other mitzvot. In other mitzvot, if an individual commits a trans- 
gression several times in the course of one lapse of awareness, he is 
liable to bring only one sin-offering. And a stricture with regard to 
other mitzvot that is greater than the stricture with regard to Shab- 
bat is that, with regard to other mitzvot, one who performs an act 
unwittingly without intent is liable, which is not the case with 
regard to Shabbat. Apparently, the phrase unwittingly without in- 
tent refers to the case disputed by Abaye and Rava. Therefore, this 
is proof for Rava’s opinion that, with regard to Shabbat, one who 
acts unawares, i.e., whose action resulted from involvement in an- 
other matter and who had no intention to perform an action that is 
prohibited, is not considered to have performed an unwitting act. 


Before the Gemara discusses the baraita in the context of the dis- 
pute between Abaye and Rava, the Gemara analyzes its text. The 
Master said in the baraita: A stricture with regard to Shabbat that 
is greater than the stricture with regard to other mitzvot is that, 
with regard to Shabbat, one who performed two transgressions on 
Shabbat, even in the course of one lapse of awareness, is liable to 
bring a sin-offering for each and every one, which is not the case 
with regard to other mitzvot. The Gemara asks: What are the 
circumstances? If you say that he unwittingly performed acts of 
reaping and grinding on Shabbat, the corresponding situation 
with regard to other mitzvot is a case where he ate forbidden fat 
and blood. If so, there is no difference between Shabbat and other 
mitzvot. Here one is liable to bring two sin-offerings and here one 
is liable to bring two sin-offerings. Rather, what are the circum- 
stances in other mitzvot where he is liable to bring only one sin- 
offering? It is in a case where he ate forbidden fat and again ate 
forbidden fat within one lapse of awareness. The corresponding 
situation with regard to Shabbat is a case where one performed an 
act of reaping and performed another act of reaping within one 
lapse of awareness. However, in that case too there is no difference 
between Shabbat and other mitzvot. Here one is liable to bring one 
sin-offering, and here one is liable to bring one sin-offering. 
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The Gemara explains: Actually, it is referring to a case where one per- 
formed acts of reaping and grinding. And what is the meaning of the 
phrase: Which is not the case with regard to other mitzvot? It is not refer- 
ring to all mitzvot in general. It is referring to the prohibition of idolatry, 
which is comprised of separate component prohibitions, each of which 
incurs independent liability. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Ami, as Rabbi Ami said: One who sacrificed to idolatry, and 
burned incense before it, and poured wine as a libation before it in the 
course of one lapse of awareness is liable to bring only one sin-offering. 
That is the ruling, even though, had he performed those rites separately, he 
would be liable to bring a sin-offering for each. That, then, is the stricture 
of other mitzvot relative to Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: In what case did you establish the baraita, in the case of 
idolatry? If so, state the latter clause and determine whether that explana- 
tion applies there as well. The latter clause states: A stricture with regard to 
other mitzvot that is greater than the stricture with regard to Shabbat is 
that, with regard to other mitzvot, one who performs an act unwittingly 
without intent is liable, which is not the case with regard to Shabbat. One 
who acts unawares with no intent to perform a prohibited act is not consid- 
ered to have performed an unwitting act. That case of performing an act 
unwittingly without intent with regard to idolatry, what are the circum- 
stances? If you say that it is referring to a case where he thought that it was 
a synagogue and bowed to it, and it turned out that he bowed to idolatry, 
he committed no transgression. Since his heart was directed toward Heav- 
en, it is not even an unwitting transgression. Rather, it is referring to a case 
where he saw a statue [andarta]" in the image of the king and bowed to 
it. What are the circumstances? If the baraita is referring to a case in which 
he bowed because he accepted that image upon himself as a god, he wor- 
shipped idolatry intentionally and is not liable to bring a sin-offering. And 
if he did not accept that image upon himself as a god and bowed merely 
in deference to the monarch, it is meaningless and is not an act of idolatry. 


Rather, it is referring to a case where one bowed due to love of someone 

who requested that he bow before the statue and due to fear" of someone 

coercing him to do so. He is under the impression that unless he whole- 
heartedly has the intention to worship the idol, there is no prohibition in- 
volved. This works out well according to the opinion of Abaye, who said: 
One who bows due to love or fear is liable to bring a sin-offering. However, 
according to the opinion of Rava, who said: One who bows due to love or 
fear is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, what can be said? According 
to Rava’s opinion, the problem remains. There is no case in which there is 

a difference between the ruling in the case of idolatry and the ruling in the 

case of Shabbat. Rather, it is referring to a case where one says to himself 
that this is permitted." He is under the impression that idolatry is permitted, 
and his unwitting act was the result of ignorance, not forgetfulness. The 

statement in the baraita: Which is not the case with regard to Shabbat, is 

referring to one who was under the impression that performing labors on 
Shabbat is permitted. One who performs prohibited labors under those 

circumstances is completely exempt. 


That conclusion contradicts another statement of Rava. With regard to one 
who is unaware of both the essence of Shabbat and the individual prohib- 
ited labors, Rava raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman only whether to 
deem him liable to bring one or whether to deem him liable to bring two 
sin-offerings. However, the possibility to exempt him completely did not 
enter Rava’s mind. That explanation of the baraita is incompatible with 
Rava’s opinion. 


NOTES 


Due to love and due to fear — gW TATNA: Several explanations 
were suggested for this concept. Some commentaries explain that it 
refers to one who acted due to love or fear of a particular person. He 
is not liable in that case because he had no intention of worshipping 
the idol; he is comparable to one who performs a prohibited labor 
not necessary for its own sake on Shabbat. Others explain that due to 


love means due to love of the idol, which he thinks is quite beautiful. 


Due to fear refers to a quasi-superstitious fear that if he does not bow 
to the idol it might harm him (Rabbeinu Nissim). 


Where one says to himself that this is permitted — myn Wita: 
Some commentaries explain that this phrase refers to the previous 
case, where one worshipped the idol due to love or fear. He main- 
tained that since he is not accepting the idol as a god, it is permitted 
ab initio by Torah law (Rabbi Eliezer Moshe Horowitz). 


ublisher 


LANGUAGE 
Statue [andarta] - KYTIN: From the Greek 
avSptdc, andrias, meaning image of a person 
or statue. 


BACKGROUND 

Statue — KYTIN: Statues of the emperors 
were found in many places throughout impe- 
rial Rome. However, their religious status varied. 
Although the Romans had a long-standing 
custom of deifying their dead emperors, the 
cult was not universal. Moreover, there was a 
tendency in the Roman provinces to consider 
the statue of the living emperor an object of 
worship as well. Consequently, there is room 
to distinguish between different worshippers 
based on whether they bowed as a rite of wor- 
ship or merely as an expression of respect. 
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Perek VII 
Daf 73 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Unwitting without intent to violate a prohi- 
bition — Veg nm xha maaw: Even if one had 
the intention to perform a prohibited action on 
Shabbat and ultimately performed a different pro- 
hibited action, he is exempt from bringing a sin- 
offering. All the more so, one is exempt if he had 
the intention to violate a less severe prohibition 
and performed a more severe prohibition instead, 
as the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava in disputes with Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:7, 7:11, Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 1:8). 


One who acts unawares with regard to other 
mitzvot - Mix NI poyma: In cases of forbid- 
den sexual relations or prohibited foods, if one 
acts unawares and has no intent to perform the 
action, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. For ex- 
ample, in a case where one swallowed something 
in his mouth that he thought was spittle, with no 
intention to eat it, and it turned out to be forbid- 
den fat that he swallowed, he is liable to bring a 
sin-offering. In contrast, if one acts unawares with- 
out intent to perform the action on Shabbat, he 
is exempt from bringing a sin-offering (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:7). 


NOTES 


One who intended to throw an object two cu- 
bits and he threw it four cubits - pind mana 
YD PIN DA: Some commentaries explain that 
this refers to a case where one intended to throw 
an object from one place to a particular spot and 
did exactly what he intended to do. He merely mis- 
calculated the distance, thinking that it was two 
cubits when it was actually four (Meri and others). 
This explanation is supported by the Gemara’s ex- 
pression: Mistaken with regard to measures. 
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Rather, is it not that the first clause of the baraita is dealing with the 
contrast between Shabbat and idolatry, and the latter clause of the ba- 
raita is dealing with contrasting Shabbat and other mitzvot? And what 
are the circumstances of: Unwitting without intent," with regard to 
other mitzvot? It is in a case where one thought that it was permitted fat, 
and ate it, and later discovered that it was forbidden fat. This is one ex- 
ample of other mitzvot where one is liable. That is not the case with re- 
gard to Shabbat, where he is exempt, as one who intended to cut a de- 
tached plant and unwittingly severed a plant still attached to the ground 
is exempt. And according to Abaye, who holds that he is liable in that 
case, what are the circumstances of: Unwitting without intent, with 
regard to other mitzvot? It is in a case where one had something in his 
mouth and he thought it was spittle and swallowed it with no intention 
to eat it, and it turned out to be forbidden fat that he swallowed. This is 
one example of other mitzvot," where he is liable. That is not the case 
with regard to Shabbat, where the phrase: He is exempt, is referring to 
the case of one who intended to lift a plant detached from the ground 
and mistakenly severed a plant still attached to the ground. In that case, 
even Abaye agrees that he is exempt. However, one who intended to cut 
a detached plant and unwittingly severed a plant still attached to the 
ground is liable since he intended to perform a standard act of cutting. 
Therefore, no proof can be cited from this baraita. 


A similar dispute between Abaye and Rava was stated. In the case of one 

who intended to throw an object two cubits in the public domain, for 
which he would not be liable by Torah law, and it turned out that he threw 
it four cubits," in violation of the prohibition by Torah law against carry- 
ing an object four cubits in the public domain, Rava said: He is exempt. 
Abaye said: He is liable. The Gemara elaborates: Rava said: He is exempt, 
as he does not intend to execute a throw of four cubits, and, conse- 
quently, does not intend to perform a prohibited act. Abaye said: He is 

liable, as he intends to execute a standard throw, and ultimately a throw 
that traveled a prohibited distance was executed. Another dispute be- 
tween them was stated. In the case of one who thought that he was in the 

private domain and threw an object more than four cubits, and, ulti- 
mately, it was found to be the public domain, Rava said: He is exempt. 
And Abaye said: He is liable. The Gemara elaborates: Rava said: He is 

exempt, as he does not intend to execute a prohibited throw. In a private 

domain, he may throw an object as far as he chooses. And Abaye said: 
He is liable, as he intends to execute a standard throw. 


The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to mention these three dis- 
putes, despite their similarities, because each one teaches a unique ele- 
ment. As, had the Gemara taught us only the first, the case of one who 
intended to lift a plant detached from the ground and mistakenly severed 
a plant still attached to the ground, we would have said that it was only in 
that case that Rava said he is exempt, as he does not intend to perform 
an act of prohibited severing. He had no intention to perform an action 
that entails desecration of Shabbat. However, the ruling in the case of one 
who intended to throw an object two cubits in the public domain and 
he threw it four cubits would be more stringent, as an object cannot be 
thrown four cubits without being thrown two cubits. A throw of two 
cubits is a component part of the four-cubit throw. Consequently, say that 
in that case Rava agrees with Abaye, as he performed an act that has a 
prohibited dimension to it. And, had the Gemara taught us the dispute 
in this case of throwing two cubits as well, we would have said that it is 
only in that case that Rava says that he is exempt, as he does not intend 
to execute a throw of four cubits. A throw of fewer than four cubits does 
not constitute a transgression. However, in the case of one who thought 
that he was in the private domain, and ultimately it was found to be the 
public domain where the individual intends to execute a throw of four 
cubits, which is a prohibited distance, say that Rava agrees with Abaye 
that he is liable. Therefore, it is necessary to mention all three cases in 
which they disagree. 
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We learned in a mishna: The primary categories of labor are forty- 
less-one," and we discussed it and asked: Why do I need this tally of 
forty-less-one? And Rabbi Yohanan said: The tally was included to 
teach that if one performed all of the prohibited labors in the course 
of one lapse of awareness during which he was unaware of the prohi- 
bition involved, he is liable for each and every one. Granted, accord- 
ing to Abaye, who said that in a case like that one mentioned above, 
where one intended to throw an object two cubits and it traveled four 
cubits he is liable, you find that circumstance in a case where he was 
aware that the prohibition of Shabbat applies to certain labors, and 
he was aware that particular labors were prohibited, and was mis- 
taken with regard to measures. He intended to perform an act involv- 
ing less than the prohibited measure, and it turned out that the action 
he performed involved an amount equal to or greater than the prohib- 
ited measure. That is an unwitting act that renders him liable to bring 
a sin-offering, according to Abaye. However, according to Rava, who 
said that he is exempt in a case where one intended to throw an object 
two cubits and it traveled four cubits, in what circumstances do you 
find that he would be liable for each and every one? Is it in a case where, 
with regard to Shabbat, his actions were intentional, and, with regard 
to the prohibited labors, his actions were unwitting? 


It works out well if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Yohanan, who said: Once he was unwitting with regard to the fact 
that the punishment for his transgression is karet, even though he was 
aware that his action was in violation of a Torah prohibition and 
performed the transgression intentionally, he is considered to have 
sinned unwittingly. If he holds in accordance with that opinion, you 
find a case where one could be liable for each and every prohibited 
labor when he was aware that performing labor on Shabbat involves 
violation ofa Torah prohibition, but he was unaware that the punish- 
ment for violating that prohibition is karet. However, if he holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who said: 
It is not considered unwitting until he was unwitting with regard to 
both the prohibition and karet, the result is that he is completely 
unaware of all the prohibited labors of Shabbat. The question then 
arises: With regard to what aspect of Shabbat was he aware? If he was 
completely unaware of all the labors prohibited on Shabbat, in what 
sense were his actions intentional with regard to Shabbat? The Ge- 
mara answers: He was aware of the halakhot of the prohibition of 
Shabbat boundaries, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
who holds that this prohibition is by Torah law. 


MI SHN A This fundamental mishna enumerates those 


who perform the primary categories of labor" 
prohibited on Shabbat, which number forty-less-one. They are 
grouped in accordance with their function: One who sows, and one 
who plows, and one who reaps, and one who gathers sheaves into a 
pile, and one who threshes, removing the kernel from the husk, and 
one who winnows threshed grain in the wind, and one who selects 
the inedible waste from the edible, and one who grinds, and one who 
sifts the flour in a sieve, and one who kneads dough, and one who 
bakes. 


Additional primary categories of prohibited labor are the following: 
One who shears wool, and one who whitens it, and one who combs 
the fleece and straightens it, and one who dyes it, and one who spins 
the wool, and one who stretches the threads of the warp in the loom, 
and one who constructs two meshes, tying the threads of the warp 
to the base of the loom, and one who weaves two threads, and one 
who severs two threads" for constructive purposes, and one who ties 
a knot, and one who unties a knot, and one who sews two stitches 
with a needle, as well as one who tears a fabric in order to sew two 
stitches. 


One who traps a deer, or any living creature, and one who slaughters 
it, and one who flays it, and one who salts its hide, a step in the tan- 
ning process, and one who tans its hide, and one who smooths it, 
removing hairs and veins, and one who cuts it into measured parts. 


NOTES 

Forty-less-one — Ox 07 DYNN: The number of 
prohibited labors is phrased here as: Forty-less-one, 
as opposed to thirty-nine. This alludes to the fact that 
the following labor: One who carries out an object 
from domain to domain, actually includes two labors. 
Therefore, the tanna employs a phrase that refers to 
both thirty-nine and forty (Petah Einayim). 


And one who severs two threads - pon nW yy ism: 
Some commentaries explain that when a thread tears, 
its interwoven strands separate at its two ends and 
they must be interwoven again. One who does so 
to two threads on Shabbat is liable (Rabbi Aharon 
HaLevi; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Primary categories of labor - niox miax: The pri- 
mary categories of labor enumerated in the mishna are 
those for which one is liable to receive the penalty of 
death by stoning if he performed the labor intention- 
ally on Shabbat and is liable to bring a sin-offering if 
he performed the labor unwittingly (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:1). 
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NOTES 
And one who weaves two threads...One who writes two letters — 
Denix MW IND... pan yw ayixm: A question was raised in Tosafot: Why 

are the measures of certain prohibited labors, e.g., weaving and writing, 
mentioned in the mishna? Perhaps the reason is that these labors are 

insignificant unless performed on a large scale. One might have thought 
that one is liable only if he performs that prohibited labor on a much 

larger scale, e.g., completing a finished product. 


One who extinguishes a fire and one who kindles a fire — 74317 
YIAN: Several reasons were suggested as to why extinguishing is 
mentioned before kindling, unlike other pairs of contrary prohibited 
labors where the constructive action is listed first. One explanation is that 
in the work of the Tabernacle the smiths would first extinguish coals to 
make them into charcoal, which they would then utilize for other labors 
(Meiri). Another explanation is that kindling was placed after extinguish- 
ing to allude to the fact that there are some tannaim who ruled that 
one is not liable to bring a sin-offering for the labor of kindling. Kindling 
was singled out as a prohibition whose violation is not a capital offense 
(Tosafot Yom Tov). A third explanation is that the order is an allusion to 
the fact that one is only liable for extinguishing if he does so in order to 
kindle a fire (Mayim Hayyim). 
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HALAKHA 


If he performed all of them in one lapse of awareness — wy OXY 
y owa ona: One who unwittingly performed multiple prohibited 
labors on Shabbat, even if he did so within one lapse of awareness, is 
liable to bring a sin-offering for each primary category of labor that he 
violated, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:8; Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3). 


One who sows and one who prunes - Waitt YI: One who sowed, 
planted, bent branches, grafted, and pruned in one lapse of awareness is 
only liable to bring a single sin-offering, since all those acts are subsumed 
under the same primary category of labor (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 7:3, 9). 


One who prunes is liable for planting - xyi DW AN Wait: One is liable 
for pruning any plant whose growth is accelerated in that manner. This 
activity falls under the rubric of the primary category of the prohibited 
labor of sowing (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:2). 


NOTES 


One who sows, and one who prunes, and one who plants - »it7 
yyin waitm: In the Jerusalem Talmud, a longer list of subcategories that 
fall under the rubric of sowing is presented, leading to a more inclusive 
definition: Anything that contributes to the growth of a fruit or plant falls 
into the category of sowing. 


Prohibited labors and subsumed labors - niox pym niany: The 
primary categories of labor enumerated in the mishna are a list of actions 
categorized according to certain criteria, as will be explained below; 
however, the names of the labors do not express their essential nature. 
Consequently, it was necessary to add a list of subcategories that clarify 
the full range of actions prohibited under the rubric of each labor. In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, it is related that Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish 
studied this chapter for three and a half years and found thirty-nine 
subcategories for each primary category of labor listed in the mishna. 
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One who writes two letters’ and one who erases in order 
to write two letters. One who builds a structure, and one 
who dismantles it, one who extinguishes a fire, and one 
who kindles a fire." One who strikes a blow with a hammer 
to complete the production process of a vessel (Rabbeinu 
Hananel), and one who carries out an object from domain 
to domain. All these are primary categories of labor, and 
they number forty-less-one. 


G E M A We learned in the mishna that the 

primary categories of labor number 
forty-less-one. The Gemara asks: Why do I need this tally? 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The tally was included to teach that if 
he performed all of the prohibited labors in the course of 
one lapse of awareness," during which he was unaware of 
the prohibition involved, he is liable for each and every 
one. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for perform- 
ing primary categories of labor: One who sows, and one 
who plows. The Gemara asks: Since, after all, in terms of 
plowing, one plows first and only then sows, let the tanna 
teach first one who plows, and afterward let him teach one 
who sows. The Gemara answers: The tanna ordered the 
mishna based on the practice in Eretz Yisrael, where they 
sow first and then plow. In Eretz Yisrael, the practice was 
to plow a second time after sowing to cover the seeds. 


A baraita is taught with regard to the prohibited labor of 
sowing: One who sows, and one who prunes" the branch- 
es of vines to accelerate their growth, and one who plants," 
and one who bends the branch of a vine or a tree into the 
ground so that it takes root while still attached to the trunk, 
and one who grafts the branch of one tree onto another 
have all performed one type of labor, as they all stimulate 
plant growth. The Gemara asks: What is the baraita teach- 
ing us? The Gemara explains: This teaches us that one who 
unwittingly performs numerous prohibited labors sub- 
sumed under a single primary category of labor," like those 
listed in the baraita, is liable to bring only one sin-offering, 
since they are considered aspects of the same labor. Rabbi 
Aha said that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rabbi Ami 
said: One who prunes is liable for the labor of planting." 
And one who plants, and one who bends, and one who 
grafts is liable for the labor of sowing. The Gemara is sur- 
prised at this: Is that to say that one who bends and one who 
grafts a branch, for sowing, yes, he is liable; for planting, 
no, he is not liable? These labors, performed on trees, are 
more similar to planting. Rather, say as follows: One is liable 
even for sowing, as with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat 
there is no difference between sowing and planting. 
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Rav Kahana said: One who prunes a tree and needs the wood" that he 
hewed from the tree for fuel or some other purpose is liable to bring two 
sin-offerings: One sin-offering due to the labor of reaping, like anyone who 
severs an item from the ground for the purpose of harvesting the detached 
object, and one sin-offering due to the labor of planting, since he thereby 
stimulates growth of the plant. Similarly, Rav Yosef said: One who reaps 
alfalfa is liable to bring two sin-offerings: One due to reaping, since he is 
cutting the plant for animal feed, and one due to planting, since cutting 
stimulates the growth of the alfalfa. Similarly, Abaye said: One who cuts 
beet leaves is liable to bring two sin-offerings: One due to reaping and 
one due to sowing. 


We learned in the mishna among those liable for performing primary cat- 
egories of labor: One who plows. A tanna taught in a baraita with regard 
to the labor of plowing: One who plows, and one who digs, and one who 
makes a furrow™ in the ground have all performed one type of labor. Rav 
Sheshet said: One who had a mound of earth and removed it in the house, 
thereby evening the surface, is liable due to the labor of building, as he 
thereby engages in construction of the house. In the field, he is liable due 
to the labor of plowing. Similarly, Rava said: One who had a hole and 
filled it, in the house he is liable due to the labor of building. In the field, 
he is liable due to the labor of plowing. 


Rabbi Abba said: One who digs a hole on Shabbat and digs the hole only 
because he needs its dirt" is exempt for that act, which is not the labor of 
digging prohibited on Shabbat by Torah law. And even according to Rab- 
bi Yehuda, who said that in general one who performs labor that is not 

necessary for its own sake, i.e., he performs the labor for a purpose other 
than the direct result of that action, is liable for it; that ruling applies only 

to a purpose that is constructive. However, this purpose is destructive, as 

one performs an act that unnecessarily mars the surface of the ground. 
Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda would agree that in this case he is exempt. 


And we learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing primary 
categories of labor: One who reaps. It was taught in a Tosefta with regard 
to the labor of reaping: One who reaps, and one who picks grapes, and 
one who harvests" dates, and one who collects olives, and one who gath- 
ers figs have all performed one type of labor, as they all involve picking 
fruit. Rav Pappa said: One who threw a clod of earth at a palm tree" and 
severed dates is liable to bring two sin-offerings: One due to severing, 
which is a subcategory of the primary category of reaping; and one for 
extracting, which is a subcategory of the primary category of threshing, as 
he removes something edible, the date, from its cover, its cluster. Rav Ashi 
said: In that case, one is exempt, since that is not the typical manner of 
severing, and that is not the typical manner of extracting, and one who 
performs a labor in an atypical manner is exempt. 


HALAKHA 


One who prunes and needs the wood — yyy Pwi: If one prunes a 
tree because he wants to accelerate its growth, and he also wants to use 
the wood, he is liable for performing the primary categories of labor of 
both reaping and planting (Rambam Sefer Zemanim Hilkhot Shabbat 8:4). 


One who plows, and one who digs, and one who makes a furrow — 
ynm inm wym: One is liable for plowing if, for constructive pur- 
poses, he digs a pit in the ground where no building has taken place 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:2). 


One who digs a hole on Shabbat only because he needs its dirt - 9in7 


apy xx Py ivg nawa xaa: One who digs a hole for the dirt, rather 
than for the hole itself, is exempt. This is both because the labor was per- 
formed not for its own sake and it is a destructive rather than constructive 
action (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:17). 


One who reaps, and one who picks, and one who harvests — 1 ip 
^a giam xia: One who reaps or picks fruit of any kind violates the 
prohibition of reaping. If one harvests different kinds of fruit within one 
lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring only one sin-offering (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:4). 


NOTES 


One who plows, and one who 
digs, and one who makes a furrow, 
etc. - 13) ynm win winn: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, a general definition 
is offered: Anything that benefits the 
ground falls under the rubric of plow- 
ing. Categorizing the removal of piles 
of dirt or the filling in of holes to level 
a field as plowing is supported by the 
verse in Isaiah (28:25), where the words, 
“When he has made plain its face,’ follow 
a mention of plowing. This indicates that 
leveling the surface of the field is a form 
of plowing. 


One who threw a clod of earth at a 
palm tree — KYT wpa KTW: Some 
commentaries explain that this case ap- 
plies only to dates, since they grow on 
palm trees in bunches. The stone causes 
the entire bundle to fall, rendering the 
thrower liable for severing. When the 
fruit reaches the ground, the dates are 
separated from the bunch, rendering 
him liable for extracting as well (Ram- 
ban). 
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NOTES 


Gathering applies only to produce that grows from the 
ground - yp? hima xbx Way px: Even according to the 
opinion that the threshing of items that do not grow from the 
ground is included in the prohibited labor of threshing, the la- 
bor of gathering is defined as collecting objects from where 
they grow. Consequently, the prohibited labor of gathering is 
restricted to items that grow from the ground (Rabbi Eliezer 
Moshe Horowitz). 


Any manner of labor that was performed in the Tabernacle — 
131 2V03 NITT xno ba: According to the explanation in Rashi 
and Tosafot, when the Sages speak of the labors performed in the 
Tabernacle as the source of Shabbat laws, they are referring only 
o those labors involved in the construction of the Tabernacle. 
Therefore, they explain that the labors of plowing and sowing 
were necessary to grow herbs for producing dyes required in 
he Tabernacle. However, according to Rabbeinu Hananel and 
Rav Hai Gaon, the relevant actions performed in the Tabernacle 
include those performed in preparing the sacrifices required in 
he dedication of the Tabernacle, e.g., plowing and sowing to 
grow wheat and barley for meal-offerings (Eglei Tal). 


HALAKHA 


Gathering applies only to produce that grows from the 
ground - ypryp yaa xbx wawy p: The Torah prohibits the 
activity of gathering items that grow in the ground. By rabbinic 
law, however, it is prohibited to gather anything from its natural 
environment, e.g. salt from salt mines, as neither Abaye nor Rava 
disputed the prohibition itself. Their dispute was with regard to 
the degree of liability that this action incurs (Rosh; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 340:9). 


One who winnows, and one who selects...and one who 
sifts — tp yam... WAT my: The labors of winnowing, selecting, 
and sifting are similar to one another but are enumerated as three 
principal categories because they were performed separately in 
the Tabernacle (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:11). 
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And we learned in the mishna, among those liable for per- 
forming primary categories of labor: One who gathers. Rava 
said: One who gathers salt from salt pools is liable due to 
the labor of gathering, as he gathers a substance from the field 
into a pile. Abaye said: That is not so, as the prohibition of 
gathering by Torah law applies only to produce that grows 
from the ground."# 


And we learned in the mishna, among those liable for per- 
forming primary categories of labor: One who threshes. A 
tanna taught in a Tosefta: One who threshes, and one who 
beats flax to remove it from the hard cover of its stalk, and one 
who strikes a cotton plant to remove the cotton seeds have all 
performed one type of labor. 


And we learned in the mishna, among those liable for per- 
forming primary categories of labor: One who winnows, and 

one who selects, and one who grinds, and one who sifts." 

The Gemara asks: The prohibited labor of winnowing is the 

same as the prohibited labor of selecting, which is the same 

as the prohibited labor of sifting. They are all identical in the 

manner in which they are performed and have the same objec- 
tive: Separating food from the accompanying waste. Why was 

it necessary to list them all? An answer was provided by Abaye 

and Rava, who both said and established a principle: Any 
manner of labor that was performed in the Tabernacle," for 
the purposes of the Tabernacle, 


even though there is a different labor that is similar to it, the 

mishna enumerated it. Every labor that was performed in the 

Tabernacle is significant. The Gemara asks: And let him enu- 
merate the labor of pounding as well, as wheat was pounded 

to remove its outer kernel in the Tabernacle. Abaye said: The 

labor of pounding is not one of the essential stages in the bak- 
ing of bread, as paupers eat their bread without pounding 

the wheat to remove the bran. Therefore, since the tanna enu- 
merated threshing, there was no need to include pounding 

among the labors enumerated in the breadmaking process. 
Rava said a different explanation: Who is the tanna of this 

mishna? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: The primary 

categories of labor are forty-less-one, a number derived 

from a textual allusion. Therefore, the list cannot be expanded. 
And had the tanna enumerated pounding, there would be 

forty labors rather than thirty-nine. The Gemara asks: And 

let him take out one of these, selecting or winnowing, and 

insert pounding, thereby leaving the number intact. Rather, 
the reason that the tanna did not include pounding is clear, 
according to the explanation of Abaye. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to the laws of selecting: If 
there were several types of food before him, and he wants to remove 
one or more from the mixture, one selects and eats, selects and puts 
aside. And one may not select, and if one did select, he is liable to 
bring a sin-offering. The Gemara asks: What is the baraita saying? 
The end of this baraita contradicts the beginning. Ulla said: It is say- 
ing as follows: One selects and eats if he is doing so for the purpose 
of that day, Shabbat. And he selects and puts aside food for the 
purpose of that day. And one may not select for the purpose of the 
next day." And if one did select for the next day, he is liable to bring 
a sin-offering. Rav Hisda strongly objects to this explanation: And 
is it permitted to bake for that day, and is it permitted to cook for 
that day? No other labor prohibited on Shabbat may be performed 
for the purpose of Shabbat, and the same should hold true for 
selecting." 


Rather, Rav Hisda said it is to be understood as follows: One selects 
and eats less than the measure of a dried fig-bulk, which is the small- 
est amount for which one is liable by Torah law. One selects and puts 
aside less than that measure. And one may not select the measure 
ofa dried fig-bulk, and if one did select that measure, he is liable to 
bring a sin-offering. Rav Yosef strongly objects to this explanation: 
And is it permitted to bake less than the measure for liability ab 
initio? Although performing a prohibited labor on a minute measure 
does not engender liability, it is prohibited. Therefore, the baraita 
cannot be interpreted as saying that one may ab initio select an amount 
that is less than the measure for liability. Rather, Rav Yosef said: One 
selects and eats by hand, selects and put aside by hand. However, 
with a tray [kanon]! or with a plate,® both of which are large, flat 
vessels used for sorting sizeable quantities, one may not select ab 
initio. And if he did select, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering 
if he did so unwittingly. If he did so intentionally he is exempt from 
stoning. However, it is prohibited. And one may not select with a 
sieve or with a sifter. And if he did select with those utensils, he is 
liable to bring a sin-offering. 


Rav Hamnuna strongly objects to this: Does the mishna teach 

anything about a tray or a plate? Rav Yosef’s explanation is based on 

the addition of details that do not appear in the baraita either. Rather, 
Rav Hamnuna said: One selects and eats if he is removing food from 

the waste, and similarly, selects and puts aside ifhe is removing food 

from the waste. However, one may not select waste from food," and 

ifhe did select in that manner, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. The 

typical method of selecting is the removal of waste from the food. An 

individual who alters the procedure is not liable. Abaye strongly 
objects to this: Does the mishna teach anything about food from 

waste? That detail is not mentioned in the baraita either. Rather, 
Abaye said: One selects and eats ifhe is removing food for immedi- 
ate use," and similarly one selects and puts aside for immediate use. 
However, one may not select for use later that same day. And if he 

did select, he is considered like one who selects for storage, and he 

is liable to bring a sin-offering. This explanation requires no emenda- 
tion of the mishna. It is merely an interpretation of the phrase: One 

selects and eats, as referring to selecting for immediate use. The Ge- 
mara relates that the Sages stated Abaye’s explanation of the baraita 

before Rava. He said to them: Nahmani,” Abaye, spoke well. 


Selection with a tray or with a plate — »manz piapa MIA: By 
Torah law, the selection process with these vessels has the legal 
status of selection by hand, since these are not vessels desig- 


BACKGROUND 
nated for selecting. Selection with a tray or plate is performed 
on the wide surface of the vessel and facilitates the selection of 
greater quantities. 


Nahmani - 


gama: The commentaries dispute the reason that 
this name was attributed to Abaye. Some say that Abaye's 
real name was Nahmani. He was raised by his uncle, Rabba 
bar Nahmani. Rabba bar Nahmani would not call Abaye 
by the name of his own father, which would have been a 


PERSONALITIES 
violation of the mitzva to hold one's father in awe (geonim). 
According to Rashi, Abaye was his real name and he was called 
Nahmani either because he grew up in the Nahmani house- 
hold or because Rabba would affectionately call him by his 
father's name. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 

One selects and eats...and one may not select for the 
purpose of the next day - wa» K? anabs.. baie 1a 
"21: Virtually all the amoraiim find the text of this baraita 
so difficult to understand that they are forced to apply the 
principle: The baraita is incomplete and it teaches the fol- 
lowing. Therefore, the Sages disagreed over which details 
to add to the baraita to render it intelligible. 


One selects and eats if he is removing food for imme- 
diate use -— anbyd baix) yia: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
the word immediate apparently means when the guests 
are sitting and dining. Anything required for that meal is 
considered for immediate use. 


HALAKHA 


Selecting on Shabbat - nawa mpya: One who selects 
food from waste with an instrument designed for that 
activity is liable. Selecting with an instrument not specifi- 
cally designed for that purpose may not be done ab initio; 
however, if he did so, he is exempt. One is permitted ab 
initio to select food from waste by hand for immediate 
consumption, in accordance with the statement of Rav Yo- 
sef (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:1). 


Waste from food — baix gimn nbips: One who selects 
waste from food is liable even ifhe does so by hand, as per 
the statement of Rav Hamnuna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 8:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Tray [kanon] — tip: From the Greek kavobv, kanoun, 
xaviov, kanion, or kavviov, kannion, meaning a woven 
reed basket. 
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BACKGROUND 


Lupines — wpinPA: Lupine is the name for several 
plants from the legume family. The cultivated lupine, 


Lupines termis, and the ye 


low lupine, L. luteus, are par- 


ticularly common. The lupine seeds grow inside pods. 
The seeds themselves are round, with a diameter of up 


to15 mm in the cultivated 


upine. The taste of the lupine 


seeds is extremely bitter, due to their alkaloid content. 
They must be boiled in water to be edible. The water 


is then poured out and t 


e seeds are boiled again or 


soaked. In the course of the extensive boiling, the seeds 
of the lupine soften. If they are boiled in their shells, the 


shells or pods also soften 
crushed by hand. 


Lupine 
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Until this point, the Gemara discussed selecting food from waste. 
The Gemara proceeds to discuss a different case. If there were two 
types of foods" before him," and he selected and ate one type, and 
selected and put aside" one type, Rav Ashi taught: He is exempt. 
Rav Yirmeya from Difti taught: He is liable. Rav Ashi taught: He 
is exempt. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that in 
that case he is liable? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult: 
This, where Rav Ashi said that he is exempt, is referring to a case 
where he selects by means of a tray or a plate, as that method of 
selecting is not considered expert work; and that, where the baraita 
said he is liable, is in a case where he selects by means of a sieve or 
a sifter, as that method of selecting is considered expert work. 


The Gemara relates that when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to 
Babylonia he said: It was the Shabbat of Rav Beivai to serve food 
to the students, and Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi happened to come 
to his house. He placed before them a basket of fruits without 
removing the leaves and the stems. And I do not know whether he 
did so because he holds that it is prohibited to select food from 
waste when it is not for immediate consumption, or whether he did 
so because he intended to show generosity to his guests by creating 
the impression that the basket was full. A fruit-filled basket conveys 
to the guests that there is plenty and that they may take as much as 
they wish. Therefore, there is no clear proof from this incident. 


Hizkiya said: One who selects lupines™ from their waste after 
boiling them is liable for performing the prohibited labor of select- 
ing. The Gemara asks: Let us say, based on this statement, that 
Hizkiya holds that even selecting food from waste is prohibited. 
The Gemara rejects this proof: Lupines are different, 


NOTES 


Two types of foods - phair 1213W: Throughout this passage, the 
Rif and other commentaries understand this phrase as meaning 
two foods, one of which is edible raw, while the other is edible 
only when cooked. However, with regard to selection between 
two foods edible in the same manner, there is no disagreement. 
In contrast, an opinion is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud, which 
claims that even selection between different items edible in 
the same manner falls under the rubric of the prohibited labor 
of selecting. 


If there were two types of foods before him — 2 3% "a vI 
popix: It is permitted to select one of two types of foods in order 
to eat it immediately. It is prohibited to do so for later consump- 
tion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:13; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 319:3). 


HALAKHA 


And selected and put aside — mam 121: Some commentaries 
explain that when the baraita speaks of selected and ate and 
selected and put aside, it is referring even to a case where one 
does so for immediate consumption. The Gemara resolves the 
difficulty by saying that Rav Ashi said: He is exempt from bringing 
a sin-offering, in a case where he selects with a tray or a plate. The 
baraita deemed him liable in a case where he selects with a sieve 
or a sifter. The earlier baraita, which ruled: One selects and eats 
ab initio, is referring to a case where he selected by hand (Ran). 


One who selects lupines — Dp ian 1AT: One who selects 
lupines from their nonedible part on Shabbat is liable, since their 
nonedible part sweetens the lupines when they are boiled, as per 
the statement of Hizkiya according to the Rambam (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:5). 
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as they are boiled seven times. And, if one does not remove them 
from the shells, they rot. Therefore, it is considered like removing 
waste from food. The rotting edible portion of the lupine causes 
the shell to reek. Removing the edible portion, therefore, has the 
legal status of removing waste. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: And one who grinds. Rav Pappa said: 
One who chops beets" into small pieces on Shabbat is liable due 
to the prohibited labor of grinding, as the actions are similar. Rav 
Menashe said: One who chops wood chips" for sawdust (Ram- 
bam) is liable due to the prohibited labor of grinding. Rav Ashi 
said: If he is particular in his chopping with regard to the mea- 
surement, i.e., he is careful to cut all the chips to a particular size, 
he is also liable due to the labor of cutting. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing 
primary categories of labor: And one who kneads and one who 
bakes. Rav Pappa said: Our tanna left out the labor of cooking 
the spices for dye, which was performed in the Tabernacle, and 
included the labor of baking, which was not performed in the 
construction of the Tabernacle. If, as stated above, all the primary 
categories of labor were derived from the labors in the Tabernacle, 
why did the tanna omit cooking? The Gemara answers: Our tanna 
cited the sequence of preparing bread, which was the underlying 
principle behind his organization of the primary categories of labor. 
He opened with plowing and concluded with the preparation of 
bread. 


Rav Aha bar Rav Avira said: One who places a peg into an 
oven" to dry is liable for performing the labor of cooking. The 
Gemara asks: That is obvious. The Gemara answers: Lest you say 
that he intends to strengthen the utensil, as ultimately, the peg is 
hardened in the oven, in contrast to cooking in which the fire soft- 
ens the item being cooked. Therefore, he teaches us that initially 
the wood is softened in the oven, and only afterward it is hard- 
ened. Rabba bar Rav Huna said: One who boils pitch" is liable 
for performing the labor of cooking. The Gemara asks: That is 
obvious. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that since it proceeds 
to harden afterward, say that it is not considered cooking. One 
might think that since the pitch was hard before it was cooked and 
will ultimately be hard after it is cooked, boiling pitch is not con- 
sidered cooking. Therefore, he teaches us that even a temporary 
change is considered cooking. 


Rava said: One who unwittingly crafted an earthenware barrel! 
on Shabbat is liable to bring seven sin- offerings: He crumbles 
the lumps of dirt; which is (1) grinding; (2) selects the stones from 
the dirt; (3) kneads the mortar; (4) cuts the mortar into pieces of 
a suitable size; (5) builds the mold; (6) kindles the fire, and then 
fires the earthenware vessel, which is (7) baking (geonim). One 
who crafts an oven is liable for eight sin-offerings, since in addi- 
tion to those seven labors, he spreads another layer of mortar to 
finish the job, performing the prohibited labor of (8) smoothing. 
Abaye said: One who unwittingly crafts a receptacle from reeds 
on Shabbat is liable to bring eleven sin- offerings." In pruning the 
reeds, he performed both (1) reaping and (2) planting, as he stim- 
ulates growth of the remaining reeds. He (3) gathers the reeds; (4) 
selects them; (5) smooths and levels them; cuts them into small 
pieces, which is (6) grinding; and (7) cuts them to a particular 
measurement. When he begins weaving the reeds, he performs the 
labors of (8) stretching the warp; (9) constructing two meshes; 
and (10) weaving. Crafting the object as a whole constitutes (11) 
building (ge’onim). And ifhe sews the mouth of the receptacle, he 
is liable to bring thirteen sin-offerings with the added labors of 
(12) sewing and (13) tying. 


HALAKHA 


One who chops beets — xp D157: One who cuts a vegetable 
on Shabbat into very small pieces is liable for performing the 
labor of grinding if he intends to eat the pieces later. If he plans 
on eating the chopped vegetable immediately, it is permitted to 
cut the vegetable in that fashion ab initio, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:5; 
Hilkhot Shabbat 8:15 and 21:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:12). 


One who chops wood chips — nyo mot: One who chops 
wood for its sawdust is liable for performing ‘the prohibited labor 
of grinding, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Menashe (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:15). 


One who places a peg into an oven — xnnyd ADD NWA: One 
who places a hard object in an oven in order to soften it, or a soft 
object in an oven in order to harden it, is liable for performing the 
prohibited labor of cooking, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Aha bar Avira (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:6). 


One who boils pitch - x933 NAIK: One who softens a hard 
substance such as metal or itch i is liable for performing the labor 
of cooking, in accordance with Rabba bar Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:6). 


One who crafted a barrel — Kan Tay 72 KT: One who makes 
an earthenware vessel, e.g., an oven or a barrel, or any vessel with 
a fixed location, is liable for performing the labor of building, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:13). 


NOTES 
One who chops wood chips — ain mbox: Some commentaries 
explain that this refers to a type of wood with a powdery substance 
inside its bark. When one chops it, this material emerges (geonim; 
Rif). Others suggest that anyone who slices a large object into 
several thinner slices in order to use them is liable for performing 
the prohibited labor of grinding (Rashi; see Meiri). 


Peg into an oven - xn) AaB: Some commentaries explain 
that sikhta means animal dung. Others suggest that it refers to 
types of rakings. Beyond performing the prohibited labor of kin- 
dling, one is also guilty of hardening the oven, as a fire lit in a soft 
clay oven hardens it. The Sages taught that even though this labor 
appears to be an act diametrically opposed to cooking, whose ob- 
jective is to soften the food rather than harden it, it is nevertheless 
a subcategory of baking (geonim; Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Seven sin-offerings — Mxwn yaw: In one on the commentaries, 
the sin-offerings are counted as follows: Removing piles of dirt 
and thereby leveling the ground, which is a subcategory of (1) 
plowing; powdering the dirt, which is a subcategory of (2) grind- 
ing; removing the pebbles, which is a subcategory of (3) selecting; 
(4) kneading the dirt; (5) cutting it into its shape; (6) building; 
and completing the finished product, which the mishna calls (7) 
striking a blow with a hammer (Rav Hai Gaon). Others suggest a 
different tally: (1) Crumbling the dirt; (2) selecting the pebbles; (3) 
sifting with a sieve; mixing the dirt with water, which is a subcat- 
egory of (4) kneading; (5) smoothing the vessel; (6) kindling the 
fire; and (7) hardening a vessel, which is a subcategory of cooking 
(Meiri). With regard to an oven, according to Rav Hai Gaon, the 
eighth labor is smoothing, and according to the Meiri, it is striking 
a blow with a hammer. 


Eleven sin-offerings — nixwn Mwy nny: Some count them as 
follows: (1) Reaping; (2) sowing; (3 (3 ) gathering; (4) grinding; (5) 
cutting; peeling the reeds, which is (6) threshing; (7) selecting; (8) 
stretching the warp; (9) constructing two meshes; (10) building; 
and (11) striking a blow with a hammer (Rav Hai Gaon). Others 
claim that peeling the reeds renders one liable for striking a blow 
with a hammer (geonim). In a case where he sewed the mouth 
of the receptacle, Rav Hai Gaon argues that one is liable for (12) 
spinning and (13) sewing. 
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HALAKHA 


One who spins wool on the back of an animal - miw 
maga rasbyw ‘vax: One who spins wool on the back of 
an animal is exempt, since this is not the typical manner 


of performing that prohibited labor. This ruling is in ac- 


cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:7). 


Plucks...snips...pulls out — o'ya/...ovip.. win: One 
who plucks feathers from a bird is liable for performing 
the labor of shearing. One who snips the tip of the 
feather is liable for performing the labor of cutting, and 
one who pulls out the hairs of the feather is liable for 
performing the labor of smoothing, as stated by the 


baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:7, 


11:6-7). 


One who sews two stitches — nivan mw Ding: One 
who sews two stitches is liable, provided that he ties 
the stitches at both ends so the stitching will hold and 
not fall apart, as per the statement of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:9). 


NOTES 
One who plucks is liable due to shearing - 4m whin 
mia Dwn: This teaches that even if the bird was dead, he 
is nevertheless liable for shearing. That is the opinion in 
the Tosefta, as well (geonim and others). 


Tying pegs — mim nYwp: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
there is an opinion that explains as follows: Even though 
the tent was tied to the pegs for a limited period, it is 
considered legally as if it were permanent since it was 
done by Divine command: “By the mouth of God the 
children of Israel traveled, and by the mouth of God 
they encamped” (Numbers 9:18). 
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We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: One who shears wool, and one who 
whitens it, which are labors in the process of shearing and spinning 
wool. Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One who 
unwittingly spins wool still attached on the back of an animal" on 
Shabbat is liable to bring three sin-offerings: One due to shearing, 
since, in the process, some of the wool is detached from the sheep; 
and one due to combing the wool; and one due to spinning. Rav 
Kahana said: This is not a typical manner of shearing, and this is 
nota typical manner of combing, and this is not a typical manner 
of spinning. The Gemara asks: And is that not a typical manner of 
spinning? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita in the name of Rabbi 
Nehemya that the verse in the context of the work of the Tabernacle: 


“And all the women whose hearts lifted them with wisdom spun the 


goats” (Exodus 35:26) means that they washed the hair on the goats, 
and they spun it into threads on the goats themselves without first 
shearing the hair? Apparently, spinning on the back of an animal 
is considered a typical manner of spinning. The Gemara answers: 
Extraordinary wisdom is different. Although certain individuals 
are capable of spinning wool that way, the typical person is not ca- 
pable of performing that feat. 


The Sages taught in a Tosefta: One who unwittingly plucks a large 

feather from the wing of a bird on Shabbat, and who snips the tip 

of the feather, and who pulls out the thin threads that comprise the 

feather is liable to bring three sin-offerings. And Rabbi Shimon 

ben Lakish said in explanation: One who plucks the wing is liable 

due to the labor of shearing." One who snips the tip of the feather 
is liable due to cutting. And one who pulls out" the threads is li- 
able due to smoothing. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: One who ties and one who unties. The 

Gemara asks: Where was there tying in the Tabernacle? Rava said: 

They tied the tents of the Tabernacle to the pegs.’ The Gemara 

rejects this: And is that considered performance of the labor of ty- 
ing? That was tying a knot in order to untie it. When the children 

of Israel departed from an encampment, they dismantled the Tab- 
ernacle, which involved untying all of the knots. One is not liable 

for tying a temporary knot on Shabbat. Rather, Abaye said: As the 

weavers of curtains for the Tabernacle, when a thread would rip, 
they would tie it. Rava said to him: You have resolved the problem 

with regard to the labor of tying; however, with regard to the labor 
of untying, what can be said? Where, in the construction of the 

Tabernacle, was the labor of untying performed? And if you say that 

it was performed if one found two threads with knots tied next to 

each other, he untied one and left one tied; now, before a king of 
flesh and blood one would not do so, as the curtain would look 
flawed, in the Tabernacle, before the King of kings, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, would one do so? Rather, Rava said, and some say 
that Rav Elai said: The trappers of hilazon, whose blood was used 

in the Tabernacle as a dye, tie and untie their nets. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: And one who sews two stitches." The 
Gemara asks: That does not endure; two stitches will unravel im- 
mediately. A prohibited labor whose result is temporary is not con- 
sidered a prohibited labor. Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: That has the legal status of a prohibited labor only 
in a case where, after sewing the stitches, he tied them. He tied a 
knot at each of the two ends of the thread so that the stitches would 
not unravel. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: One who tears in order to sew two stitch- 
es. The Gemara asks: Was there tearing in the construction of the 

Tabernacle? The Gemara answers that it was Rabba and Rabbi 

Zeira who both said the following explanation: 
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As, when a curtain had a worm which made a tear in it, they would tear 
the curtain further to lengthen the tear, and that enabled them to then 
sew it in a manner that obscured the tear. 


Rav Zutra bar Toviya said that Rav said: One who tightens the thread 
of a stitch’ on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin- offering. If two parts ofa 
garment that were sewn together begin to separate, and one pulls the 
thread to reattach them, it is tantamount to having sewn them. The Ge- 
mara cites additional halakhot cited by Rav Zutra in the name of Rav. And 
one who learns even one matter from a magosh," a Persian priest, is li- 
able to receive the death penalty. And one who knows how to calculate 
astronomical seasons and the movement of constellations," and does 
not do so, one may not speak with him" because his actions are im- 


proper. 


The Gemara proceeds to discuss the additionl halakhot cited by Rav Zutra 

bar Toviya. With regard to the magosh,® Rav and Shmuel disagreed. One 

said that they are sorcerers, while the other said they are heretics. The 

Gemara adds: Conclude that Rav is the one who said that they are her- 
etics, as Rav Zutra bar Toviya said that Rav said: One who learns one 

matter from the magosh is liable to receive the death penalty. As, if it 

should enter your mind that they are sorcerers, wasn’t it written: 
“When you come into the land which the Lord your God gives you, you 

shall not learn to do after the abominations of those nations. There shall 

not be found among you any one that makes his son or his daughter to 

pass through the fire, one that uses divination, a soothsayer, or an en- 
chanter, or a sorcerer” (Deuteronomy 18:9-10)? And the Sages inferred: 
You shall not learn to do, but you may learn to understand and to teach" 

the topic of sorcery. Apparently, merely learning about sorcery does not 
violate a prohibition. Only acting upon that learning is prohibited. Rav, 
who prohibited learning even a single matter from a magosh, must hold 

that they are heretics, not merely sorcerers. The Gemara states: Indeed, 
conclude that Rav is the one who said that they are heretics. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said in the 
name of bar Kappara: Anyone who knows how to calculate astro- 
nomical seasons and the movement of constellations and does not do 
so, the verse says about him: “They do not take notice of the work of 
God, and they do not see His handiwork” (Isaiah 5:12). And Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yohanan said: From where is it 
derived that there is a mitzva incumbent upon a person to calculate 
astronomical seasons and the movement of constellations?" As it was 
stated: “And you shall guard and perform, for it is your wisdom and 
understanding in the eyes of the nations” (Deuteronomy 4:6). What 
wisdom and understanding is there in the Torah that is in the eyes of 
the nations, i.e., appreciated and recognized by all? You must say: This 
is the calculation of astronomical seasons and the movement of con- 
stellations, as the calculation of experts is witnessed by all. 


NOTES 


One who tightens the thread of a stitch - nyan bw pin anian: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that the Sages were uncertain 
whether the individual is liable for the labor of sewing or the labor 
of tying. 


Anyone who knows how to calculate astronomical seasons and 

the movement of constellations — nibiya nispa awd yam: 

Some commentaries write that the significance of this knowledge lies 
in the ability to understand that various heavenly phenomena, e.g., 
eclipses, are not wondrous signs but simply phenomena of nature, as 
per the verse: “By the signs of heaven do not be dismayed” (Jeremiah 
10:2). Therefore, one who lacks this knowledge might be subject to 
superstitious beliefs (/yyun Ya'akov; see Maharsha). Others explained 
that this knowledge is significant because the nations of the world 
cannot grasp the wisdom and understanding of the Torah through 
the mitzvot of the Torah. However, all nations possess the ability to 
make these calculations, which allow the nations of the world to 
grasp the supreme significance of the Torah. Consequently, calculat- 
ing astronomical seasons and the movement of constellations is a 


sanctification of God’s name and bolsters the standing of the Jewish 
people in foreign lands (see Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


One may not speak with him — 397 3509 VN: Some commentar- 
ies explain the phrase differently. It means that it is prohibited for 
one to cite halakhic rulings in his name even if he is a Torah scholar. 
Since he disregards the statement of the Sages and does not learn to 
calculate astronomical seasons and the movement of constellations, 
he is a sinner and no Torah statement may be cited in his name (Eliya 
Rabba; Petah Einayim). 


But you may learn to understand and to teach — ah nn bax 
niin pan: Each member of the Great Sanhedrin was required 
to be familiar with sorcery so that he could judge cases involving 
that transgression. In addition, the judges were required to have the 
ability to discern whether someone claiming to be a prophet was 
actually performing wondrous acts or whether he was engaging in 
sorcery (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

One who tightens the thread of a stitch - 
man by pan mim: If a thread of a stitch loos- 
ens, ‘tightening it on Shabbat in order to 
straighten the stitching is prohibited. One who 
tightens it is liable for performing the labor of 
sewing (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 10:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 340:6). 


One who learns even one matter from a ma- 
gosh — Wixi ja IN WIT anion: One who learns 

from the magosh is subject to the death penalty, 
even if it was Torah that he learned from him 

(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a179:19). 


To calculate astronomical seasons and the 
movement of constellations - nispa sun 
niin: There is a mitzva to calculate astronomi- 
cal seasons and the movement of constellations. 
This is enumerated in the list of positive mitzvot 
in Sefer Mitzvot Gadol as positive mitzva 47. 


BACKGROUND 

Magosh — īsa: The magi were the Persian 
class of priests, which apparently descended 
from a Median tribe. Their prayers were intoned 
in an ancient tongue that was not understood 
by most of the magi themselves. They and es- 
pecially others considered many of their actions 
to be sorcery. Rav and Shmuel disagreed with 
regard to the appropriate attitude toward the 
contemporary magi (see Rashi and Tosafot). 
According to Shmuel, they are nothing more 
than sorcerers and their philosophy is akin to 
other forms of witchcraft. Rav, however, believes 
that due to the dualistic theology preached by 
the Persian priests, the practice of the magi was 
actual blasphemy and heresy. 
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HALAKHA 


One who traps a deer — "a¥ 337: If a deer entered a house 
on its own, one who locks the door is liable for performing 
the prohibited labor of trapping. If he actually brought the 
animal into the house, he is certainly liable (Mishna Berura; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanin, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 316:5). 


Breaks its shell — A¥*¥5: One who punctures the hide of a living 
creature to remove its blood is liable for performing the labor of 
extracting, which is a subcategory of threshing (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanin, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:7). 


Threshing applies only to produce that grows from the 
ground - yp? toy xdx mg p: Threshing applies only 
to items that grow in the ground. Some authorities ruled that 
animals that grow on land are also considered to grow from 
the ground for the purposes of this halakha (Mishna LaMelekh; 
Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanin, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:7). 


Rabbi Shimon agrees that in a case of: Cut off its head and 
will it not die - ma» x) men Daa piyiaw a1 Ti: According 
to Rabbi Shimon, one is not liable for performing an uninten- 
tional act provided that a prohibited labor will not inevitably 
ensue. If it will inevitably ensue, even Rabbi Shimon agrees 
that he is liable. That is the case characterized in the Gemara as: 
Cut off its head, will it not die? (Rambam Sefer Zemanin, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:1). 


One who slaughters — wmiw: One is liable for slaughtering an 
animal or taking its life in any other way. Even Rav agrees that 
the liability for slaughtering is for taking a life (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanin, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Hilazon - bn: There are numerous opinions with regard to 
the identity of the hilazon, from which the sky blue dye is 
extracted. There is also a dispute as to how to associate the 
statements in the Talmud and the midrash with a particu- 
lar species. Most scholars identify the hilazon with the Murex 
trunculus species found on the coast of northern Israel. There 
is a gland in the hilazon that produces a secretion, which is 
not the blood of the hilazon (see Tosafot). With the addition 
of several herbs, this secretion can be processed into a dye. 
Both the quality and quantity of the substance are enhanced 
by keeping the hilazon alive as long as possible. To obtain the 
liquid, it is necessary to first break the shell of the hilazon and 
then squeeze the secretion from its body. 


Shell of the hilazon 
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We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing 
primary categories of labor: One who traps a deer" or any other 
living creature. The Sages taught in a Tosefta: One who traps a 
hilazon® and breaks its shell" to remove its blood for the dye is 
liable to bring only one sin-offering. He is not liable for breaking 
the shell. Rabbi Yehuda says: He is liable to bring two, for per- 
forming the prohibited labors of trapping and for threshing, as 
Rabbi Yehuda would say: The breaking of a hilazon is included 
in the primary category of threshing, as its objective is to extract 
the matter that he desires from the shell that he does not. The 
Rabbis said to him: Breaking the shell is not included in the 
primary category of threshing. Rava said: What is the rationale 
for the opinion of the Rabbis? They hold: Threshing applies only 
to produce that grows from the ground." One who extracts oth- 
er materials from their covering is exempt. The Gemara asks: Even 
if extracting blood is not considered threshing, let him be liable 
for taking a life as well. Rabbi Yohanan said: This is referring to 
a case where he broke its shell after it was dead. 


Rava said: Even if you say that he broke it when it was alive, he 
is exempt. Since he had no intention of killing the hilazon, he is 
considered as one who is acting unawares with regard to taking 
alife. The Gemara raises a difficulty: Didn’t Abaye and Rava both 
say that Rabbi Shimon, who rules that an unintentional act is 
permitted, agrees that in a case of: Cut offits head and will it not 
die," one is liable? One who performs an action that will inevita- 
bly result in a prohibited labor cannot claim that he did not intend 
for his action to lead to that result. Lack of intention is only a 
valid claim when the result is merely possible, not inevitable. Since 
one who extracts blood from a hilazon inevitably takes its life, how 
can Rava claim that his action is unintentional? The Gemara an- 
swers: Here it is different, as the longer the hilazon lives, the 
better it is for the trapper, so that its dye will become clear. Dye 
extracted from a live hilazon is a higher quality than that which is 
extracted from a dead one. Rabbi Shimon agrees that one who 
performs an action with inevitable consequences is liable only in 
a case where the consequences are not contrary to his interests. 
Since he prefers that the hilazon remain alive as long as possible, 
he is not liable for the inevitable consequences." 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing 

primary categories of labor: And one who slaughters" an animal 

on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: As there was no slaughter neces- 
sary for construction of the Tabernacle, one who slaughters an 

animal, due to what prohibited labor is he liable? Rav said: He 

is liable due to dyeing, as in the course of the slaughter the hide 

is dyed with blood. And Shmuel said: He is liable due to taking 

a life. 


NOTES 


Degrees of the principle: Cut off its head, etc. — mw ppa 
vma 131: The expression: Cut off its head and will it not 
die? is abbreviated in rabbinic terminology to: Cut off its 
head [pesik reishei]. This is the Sages’ way of describing an 
unintended action that will inevitably result in a prohibited 
labor. The Gemara introduces an additional concept: An in- 
evitable consequence that one does not desire. In other 
words, the inevitable consequence to his action is not only 
unintended; he is harmed by it. Some authorities say that in 


that case even Rabbi Yehuda agrees that one is not liable, 
since he is not pleased with the result (Sefer Hashlama). The 
logic of those opinions stems from the fact that the labors 
of Shabbat are contingent on one’s intention according 
to all opinions. One is only liable if he performed planned, 
thoughtful, creative labor. In performing an action that he 
did not intend to perform, the results of which are undesir- 
able to him, he has the legal status of one who is acting 
unawares and is exempt according to all opinions. 
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The Gemara wonders: Is that to say according to Rav, that due to 
dyeing, yes, he is liable; due to taking a life, no, he is exempt? 
Rather, emend Rav’s statement and say: He is liable due to dyeing 
as well. And Rav said: I will say something as an explanation with 
regard to the statement I said, so that later generations will not 
come and laugh at me: In what sense is dyeing a desired conse- 
quence for him? It is desired that the area of the slaughter will be 
inundated with blood, so that people will see it freshly dyed and 
come to purchase fresh meat from him. Therefore, the one slaugh- 
tering the animal also wants its neck dyed. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: And one who salts it and one who tans 
it." The Gemara asks: The prohibited labor of salting is the same 
as the prohibited labor of tanning, i.e., salting is a stage in the tan- 
ning process. Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish both said: Re- 
move one of them and replace it with drafting." In their opinion, 
the labor of drafting, drawing lines on the hide to indicate where it 
should be cut, should replace salting in the list of thirty-nine labors. 
Rabba bar Rav Huna said: One who salts meat on Shabbat to 
preserve it is liable due to the labor of tanning. Rava said: There 
is no tanning with regard to food. No action taken with food falls 
into this category. Rav Ashi said: And even Rabba bar Rav Huna 
said it falls into the category of tanning only when he needs to pack 
the meat for a trip and salts it thoroughly. However, to eat in the 
house, a person does not render his food inedible, tantamount to 
a piece of wood. In that case, he certainly would not salt the meat 
to a degree that would approximate tanning. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: And one who smooths it and one who 

cuts it. Rabbi Aha bar Hanina said: One who rubs the hide be- 
tween the pillars’ on Shabbat, i.e., places the skin between pillars 

made for that purpose (Rav Hai Gaon) and rubs it between them, 
is liable due to the labor of smoothing. Rav Hiyya bar Abba said: 

Rav Ashi told me three statements in the name of Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Levi: One who planes the tops of posts" on Shabbat 

to make them even is liable due to the labor of cutting, due to his 

insistence that they all be equal. One who spreads a bandage" onto 

a wound on Shabbat is liable due to the labor of smoothing. And 

one who chisels" a stone on Shabbat is liable due to the labor of 
striking a blow with a hammer, as he thereby completes work on 

the stone. Rabbi Shimon ben Kisma said that Rabbi Shimon ben 

Lakish said: One who engraves a figure onto an earthenware ves- 
sel" and one who blows in order to craft a glass vessel" is liable due 

to the labor of striking a blow with a hammer. Rav Yehuda said: 
One who removes protruding, irregular threads from a cloak" is 

liable due to the labor of striking a blow with a hammer. And that 

applies only ifhe is particular about them and would not wear the 

garment until all protruding threads are removed. In that case, work 
on the garment is not complete until the threads are removed. 


We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing pri- 
mary categories of labor: And one who writes two letters. The 
Sages taught: One who wrote one large letter, and in its space 
there is room to write two, is exempt, as he wrote only one letter. 
However, one who erased one large letter, and in its space there 
is room to write two, is liable. Rav Menahem, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
said: And that is a greater stricture with regard to erasing than 
with regard to writing. Although greater stringency is usually ac- 
corded to creative acts, here the destructive act of erasing is more 
stringent. Although he erased only one letter, he made room for two, 
which is the essence of the prohibited labor." 


HALAKHA 


One who salts and one who tans - tay) nian: 
Salting and tanning are two aspects of the same cat- 
egory of prohibited labor of tanning (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:5). 


Drafting — pie yw: Drafting is a primary category of 
prohibited labor, replacing salting in the Rambam' tally 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:1). 


One who rubs between the pillars — otyayn pa qua: 
One who rubs a hide that has been stretched between 
pillars is liable for performing the labor of smoothing 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:6). 


One who planes the tops of posts — ‘wx a7 
ninia: One who planes the tops of posts is liable 
for performing the labor of cutting (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:7). 


One who spreads a bandage - myy nyan: One 
who smooths ointment on a bandage i is liable for per- 
forming the labor of smoothing (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 328:26). 


One who chisels - napa: One who chisels a stone is 
liable for performing the prohibited labor of striking a 
blow with a hammer, i.e., completing production of a 
vessel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:18). 


Glass vessel — m3937 13: One who blows glass vessels 
and, likewise, one who etches a figure on a vessel, are 
liable for performing the prohibited labor of striking a 
blow with a hammer (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 10:16). 


Threads from a cloak - man ipx: One who removes 
small threads or various knots attached to a garment is 
liable for striking a blow with a hammer, i.e., completing 
production of a vessel, but only if those attachments 
bother him (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:2). 


Writing and erasing - pnia ania: One who writes 
two letters is liable. However, one who writes a single 
letter, even if it fills the space of two letters, is exempt. 
On the other hand, one is liable for performing the labor 
of erasing whether he erases two letters or erases a 
single letter that fills the space of two letters (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 340:3). 


NOTES 


Drafting - vwy: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is stat- 
ed that the prohibited labor listed in the mishna, as 
hameabed is referring to drafting, not tanning. 


One who rubs between the pillars — otyayt pa qua: 
Some commentaries explain that between the pillars 
refers here to smoothing the floor of a building be- 
tween two pillars (see Rashi and the geonim for a similar 
explanation). Others explain that it refers to one who 
rubs the marble pillars inside a building to smooth 
them (Meiri). 


One who engraves a figure onto a vessel — NY %77 
Opa: Some commentaries explain that this is referring 
to one who casts a vessel in a mold (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 
Striking a blow with a hammer - w953 7312: One 
who performs an action that completes the pro- 
duction of a vessel is liable for performing the labor 
of striking a blow with a hammer (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:16). 


Subcategory performed together with a primary 
category - 3X DipAa atin: The halakha is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. There- 
fore, one who performs a primary category of labor 
and its subcategory in the course of one lapse of 
awareness is liable to bring only one sin-offering 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:7). 


Lining up and beating - pipt vaw: Lining up 
and beating are not primary categories of labor. 
Rather, lining up is a subcategory of stretching and 
beating is a subcategory of weaving, as per the state- 
ment of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 9:18-19). 


Fit and not fit to store - myb WWI iyxwi WINT: 
One who stores an item of no value that is not usually 
stored, e.g., the blood of a menstruating woman, is 
liable if he carried it out into the public domain. All 
others are exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:22). 
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We learned in the mishna, among those liable for performing primary 
categories of labor: One who builds and one who dismantles; one who 
extinguishes and one who kindles; and one who strikes a blow with a 
hammer. With regard to the labor of striking a blow with a hammer, it is 
Rabba and Rabbi Zeira who both stated a principle: One who performs 
any action on Shabbat that contains an element of completion of work 
is liable for the labor of striking a blow with a hammer." 


The mishna concludes: These are the primary categories of labor. The 
Gemara explains that the emphasis on the word these, indicating these 
and no others, comes to exclude the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who 
renders one liable for the performance of a subcategory of prohibited 
labor when performed together with a primary category" under which 
it is subsumed. Rabbi Eliezer deems one who performs two prohibited 
labors, a primary category and its subcategory, liable to bring two sin- 
offerings. In his opinion, one who unwittingly performed all the labors in 
one lapse of awareness would be liable to bring more than thirty-nine 
sin-offerings. Therefore, the mishna emphasizes that there are only thirty- 
nine primary categories of prohibited labor, and one could not possibly 
be liable to bring a greater number of sacrifices. When the mishna repeats 
that the labors number forty-less-one, that is to exclude the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda." As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda added lining 
up the threads of the warp and beating the threads of the woof to the list 
of primary categories of labor. They said to him: Lining up is a subcat- 
egory subsumed under the primary category of stretching the threads 
of the warp within the loom, since both involve arranging the threads of 
the warp. Beating" is subsumed under the primary category of weaving. 
The mishna teaches that there are no more than thirty-nine primary cat- 
egories of labor. 


MI S HN A And they stated an additional principle with 

regard to the halakhot of Shabbat. Anything fit to 
store, in the sense that it is large enough to make it worthwhile to store 
for future use, and people typically store items like it, and one carried it 
out into a prohibited domain on Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin- 
offering for that action. And anything not fit to store" and people 
typically do not store items like it, since it is too insignificant to warrant 
storage, and one carried it out on Shabbat, only the one who stores it 
is liable. By storing the item, one indicates that the item is significant to 


him, even though it is not significant for the typical person. Therefore, he 
alone is liable for carrying it out into a prohibited domain. 
G E M ARA With regard to the principle in the mishna: Any- 
thing fit to store, the Gemara asks: What does it 
come to exclude? In the opinion of the tanna, what is not fit for storage? 
Rav Pappa said: It comes to exclude the blood of a menstruating wom- 
an. Mar Ukva said: It comes to exclude the wood of a tree designated 
for idolatry [ashera]." Since one may derive no benefit from a tree des- 
ignated for idolatry, it has no monetary value. The Gemara explains these 
opinions: The one who said that blood ofa menstruating woman is not 
fit for storage, all the more so that the wood of an ashera is unfit, as, by 
Torah law, one is required to destroy it. However, according to the one 
who said that the wood of an ashera is unfit for storage, the blood of a 
menstruating woman is fit, as one stores it to feed to the cat. Although 
itis not typically stored, it does have some use. And the other, who holds 
that the blood ofa menstruating woman is not fit for any use, isn't it fit for 
use as cat food? In his opinion, since feeding a person’s blood to an animal 
weakens that person, one does not store it. 


NOTES 


Subcategory performed together with a primary category — 
ax Dipaa atin: According to Rabbi Eliezer, the difference between 
a primary category of labor and a subcategory is in name alone. 
Subcategories are affiliated with primary categories of labor only 
for organizational purposes. There is no halakhic difference be- 
tween them. 


To exclude the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda - mym ayna yin: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud, there is a statement that Rabbi Yehuda 
adds another labor to the tally: One who throws an object within 


the public domain. That text also indicates that the Rabbis disagree 
with Rabbi Yehuda with regard to lining up the threads of the warp 
and beating the threads of the woof, and they do not consider 
them labors at all. 


Wood of a tree designated for idolatry [ashera] - TYY r¥y: 
Although several types of ashera trees are listed in the halakha, the 
reference here is to the most contemptible among them, which is 
a tree that is worshipped. The tree itself is considered idolatry, not 
merely a ritual accessory or the property of a pagan temple. 
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Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: All of these objective criteria men- 
tioned in our mishna are not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, as, if one would attempt to say that the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, didn’t he say: The 
Sages in the mishna only stated all these fixed measures for items 
carried out with regard to those who store them? Only one who 
stores those items is liable for carrying them. However, one who does 
not store the item, and for whom it is insignificant, is not liable even 
if that item met the measure for liability delineated in the mishna. 


We learned in the mishna: And anything not fit to store, that is too 
insignificant to warrant storage, only one who stores it is liable for 
carrying it out. 


Rabbi Elazar said: This is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar stated a principle: Anything that is not fit to be 
stored and people do not typically store items like it, but it was 
deemed fit to be stored by this person and he stored it, and another 
person came and carried out the object that was stored, that person 
who carried it out is rendered liable by the thought of this person" 
who stored it. Once one person deemed it significant by means of 
thought and action, it is considered significant for all people. Accord- 
ing to our mishna, however, only the person who stored the object is 
liable for carrying it out. 


MI S H N A The mishna lists the measures in which various 


substances are significant and generally stored. 
One who carries out straw in a measure equivalent to a cow’s 
mouthful is liable. The measure that determines liability for etza is 
equivalent to a camel’s mouthful. Because it is a coarser food, he 
must carry out a greater amount in order to be liable. The measure 
that determines liability for ears of grain is equivalent to a lamb’s 
mouthful. The measure that determines liability for grass is equiva- 
lent to a goat’s mouthful, which is smaller than that of a lamb." The 
measure that determines liability for garlic leaves and onion leaves, 
if they are moist and fit for human consumption, is equivalent to a 
dried fig-bulk." A dried fig-bulk is the standard measure for human 
food. If the garlic leaves and onion leaves are dry, the measure for li- 
ability is equivalent to a goat’s mouthful. And none of these sub- 
stances join together with one another to constitute a measure for 
liability because they are not equal in their measures. 
The Gemara first asks: What is etza men- 


GE MA tioned in the mishna? Rav Yehuda said: It is 


straw of types of legumes. When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yis- 
rael to Babylonia, he said: In the case of one who carries out a mea- 
sure of straw equivalent to a cow’s mouthful for a camel, for which 
it is an insignificant measure, is his liability determined based on the 
measure that he carried out or based on the objective for which he 
carried it out? Rabbi Yohanan said: He is liable. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish said: He is exempt. In the evening, Rabbi Yohanan said that; 
however, in the morning, he reversed his opinion and agreed with 
Reish Lakish. Rav Yosef said: He did well to reverse his opinion, 
since that amount is not suitable for a camel. There is no liability for 
carrying out less than a camel’s mouthful for a camel. Abaye said to 
Rav Yosef: On the contrary, Rabbi Yohanan’s original statement that 
he is liable is reasonable, as it is suitable for a cow. He carried out a 
significant measure that is fit for use, and he is liable for carrying it out 
even though it is insignificant for a camel. 


NOTES 
That person is rendered liable by the thought of this per- 
son=" bw mawaa m ann: With regard to the halakhot 
of Shabbat, the measures are determined by significance. 
Rabbi Shimon holds that if a certain object is considered 
significant by any individual for any reason, it is considered 
significant for all. 


The measure that determines liability. . .if they are moist, 
is equivalent to a dried fig-bulk — m31733 om: Even 
though a goat might eat moist leaves, these are considered 
human food and are not generally fed to animals. Therefore, 
their measure is larger, i.e., the measure of human food (Rav 
Shmuel Strashun). 


HALAKHA 


Carrying out animal food - maga Doren nyyin: The 
measures of liability for carrying out food for various animals 
into the public domain are as they appear in the mishna, 
which was codified as halakha in its entirety (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:3). 
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NOTES 

Eating under duress - pnt phy nyx: The ques- 
tion of whether eating under duress is considered 
eating is discussed with different formulations and 
with regard to several topics. The halakhic conclu- 
sions with regard to these issues vary. On Yom Kippur 
or when partaking of sacrifices, eating under duress 
is defined as eating when completely full and is not 
considered eating. In contrast, everyone agrees that 
eating under duress is considered eating with re- 
gard to damages. Because of this discrepancy, it was 
necessary to ascertain the halakha with regard to 
carrying out on Shabbat. 


Joining together — 41x: The underlying assumption 
is that objects with different measures are fundamen- 
ally different and are not fit to join together. Joining 
different objects is only possible when it is standard 
practice in the course of everyday life to join them 
‘ogether for other purposes. 


The measure of a sack - Pw wayw7: This measure was 
only stated with regard to material remaining from a 
arge sack. However, new swaths of sackcloth cannot 
become ritually impure until they are formed into a 
complete sack (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 

Eating under duress — pny vp by TY: Eating un- 
der duress is considered eating. This is the accepted 
halakha because, according to the variant reading 
of the Rambam, it is the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya. 
The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Oshaya's 
opinion in disputes with Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:3). 


Join together with the substances among them 
whose status is more lenient - jaw pb patos: 
With regard to types of animal food, those types 
whose measure for liability is smaller can join to- 
gether with other types whose measure for liability 
is larger, as per the statement of Rav Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Hanina (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 18:3). 
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Rather, when Ravin later came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he 

transmitted a revised version of the dispute and said: With regard to 

one who carries out a measure equivalent to a cow’s mouthful of 
straw for a camel, everyone agrees that he is liable. Where they dis- 
agree is in a case of one who carries out a measure of etza, which cows 

do not typically eat, equivalent to a cow’s mouthful for the purpose 

of feeding a cow. Here the question is more difficult. Clearly, if one were 

to carry out that measure for a camel, or for no particular purpose, he 

would be exempt. However, since he designated the food for a cow, for 
which it is a significant amount, perhaps he should be liable for carrying 
out. 


And the opposite was stated in the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish. Rabbi Yohanan said: He is exempt. Reish Lakish 
said: He is liable. The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yohanan said: He is 
exempt because he holds that eating under duress," i.e., food that is 
not typically eaten but could be eaten if necessary, such as a cow eating 
etza, is not considered eating. Reish Lakish said: He is liable because 
he holds that eating under duress is considered eating. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for an 
ear of grain is equivalent to a lamb’s mouthful. The Gemara asks: 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita: Its measure for liability is equivalent to a 
dried fig-bulk? The Gemara explains: This, a lamb’s mouthful, and that, 
a dried fig-bulk, are one, the same, measure. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for one 
who carries out garlic leaves and onion leaves, if they are moist, is 
equivalent to a dried fig-bulk. If the garlic leaves and onion leaves are 
dry, the measure for liability is equivalent to a goat’s mouthful. And 
none of these substances join together with one another to constitute 
an amount for which one would be liable because they are not equal 
in their measures. Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: Substances that have 
a more lenient legal status and have a greater measure for liability do 
not join together with the substances among them whose legal status 
is more stringent and whose measure for liability is smaller. For ex- 
ample, one who carries out a goat’s mouthful of a mixture of straw, 
which is more lenient, and grass, which is more stringent, is exempt. 
However, substances whose status is more stringent, like grass, join 
together with the substances among them whose status is more 
lenient," like an ear of grain. One who carries out a lamb’s mouthful of 
a mixture of grass, which is more stringent, and an ear of grain, which 
is more lenient, is liable. 


The Gemara questions this principle: And do any items that are not 

equal in their measures join together?" Don't their fundamental dif- 
ferences preclude any combination? Didn’t we learn in a mishna that 
the opposite is true? The garment must be at least three by three 

handbreadths in order to become a primary source of ritual impurity 
by means of ritual impurity imparted by treading of a zav. And the sack 
made from goats’ hair must be at least four by four handbreadths." And 

the animal hide must be five by five, and a mat must be six by six. And 

a baraita was taught about the mishna: The garment and the sack, the 

sack and the hide, and the hide and the mat join together with one 

another. And Rabbi Shimon said: What is the reason that they join 

together? Because all the component materials are fit to become ritu- 
ally impure through the ritual impurity imparted to a seat upon which 

a zav sits, as they can each be used to patch a saddle or saddlecloth. Since 

they are all suitable for the same use, they join together with regard to 

the halakhot of ritual impurity. By inference: The reason they can com- 
bine is because they are fit to become ritually impure through the 

ritual impurity imparted to a seat. However, in a case where the com- 
bination is of several items not fit to become ritually impure through 

the ritual impurity imparted to a seat, no, they do not join together even 

to the more lenient, larger measure. Apparently, in general, items with 

different measures do not join together. 


Rava said: 
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Here too, since these substances are suited to be piled together in 
the sample of a merchant seeking to sell them, they join together 


with regard to carrying out on Shabbat as well. 
One who carries out a measure of foods fit 


MI SHN for human consumption equivalent to a 


dried fig-bulk into a domain where carrying is prohibited on Shab- 
bat is liable. And all those foods join together with one another 
to constitute that amount because they are equal in their measures. 
This amount is calculated without their shells, and their seeds, and 
their stems, and their bran, the husk that comes off of the wheat 
kernel when pounded, and their coarse bran that remains in the 
flour. Rabbi Yehuda says: None of the shells are calculated, except 
for the shells of lentils,” which join together with the lentils to 
comprise the measure for liability because they are cooked and 
eaten with them." 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: And do the bran and 


coarse bran of cereals not join together? 
Didn’t we learn in a mishna: Dough made from five-quarters of a 
log of flour and a bit more obligates one to separate halla?" That 
amount includes them, the flour, and their bran, and their coarse 
bran. Apparently, bran and coarse bran join together with the flour 
to constitute the requisite measure. Abaye said: Bran joins togeth- 
er with the flour with regard to halla and the making of bread, since 
a pauper eats his loaf made from dough mixed with bran. How- 
ever, with regard to carrying out on Shabbat, the food items in 
question must be suitable for all people, since the measures are small 
and are calculated by their significance. 


We learned in the mishna that shells do not join together to consti- 
tute the measure of food. Rabbi Yehuda says: Except for the shells 
of lentils because they are cooked and eaten with them. The Ge- 
mara asks: Is that to say that with lentils, yes, the shells do join to- 
gether; but with beans, no, they do not? Wasn’t it taught in a ba- 
raita that Rabbi Yehuda says: Except for the shells of beans and 
lentils? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult: This baraita, 
which teaches that, according to Rabbi Yehuda, shells of beans join 
together with the beans, is referring to new, fresh beans. That mish- 
na, which teaches that, according to Rabbi Yehuda, shells of beans 
do not join together with the beans, is referring to old beans. The 
Gemara asks: Why do the shells of old beans not join together? 
Rabbi Abbahu said: Because their shell fragments look like flies 
in the dish; people are repulsed by those shell fragments, they do 
not eat them and discard them. 
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— NOTES — 
Shells of lentils - mwy arp: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
there is a distinction between black lentil shells and red 
ones. Even according to Rav Yehuda, the black shells are not 
fit for consumption due to the appearance of prohibition. 


HALAKHA 


The measure of foods for the prohibition of carrying - 
Dhin nRyiT ny: One who carries out food items fit for 
human consumption on Shabbat is only liable if he carried 
out a dried fig-bulk of that food. Shells, seeds, and other in- 
edible parts are not included when calculating that measure 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:1). 


The measure of halla - abn yw: The measure of dough 
from which one is obligated to separate halla is a little more 
than five quarters of a log of flour, which is the equivalent of 
a bit more than forty-three and a half eggs. Bran and coarse 
bran are also factored into calculating that measure (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 3241-3). 
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Most of the fundamental principles of tractate Shabbat were clarified in this chapter. 


It was established that individuals who desecrate Shabbat unwittingly fall into three 
categories: There are those individuals who were totally ignorant of the existence of 
the mitzva of Shabbat; there are others who performed labor on Shabbat because 
they confused Shabbat with another day; and there are yet others who were fully 
aware that the day on which they performed the labor was Shabbat but were unaware 
of the fact that the type of labor they performed was prohibited. The conclusion is 
that even one who falls into the first category, one who is totally ignorant of the ex- 
istence of Shabbat, is considered unwitting with regard to Shabbat. The number of 
unwitting violations for which the individual is liable is dependent upon the nature 
of his lack of awareness. 


The details of prohibited labor, the thirty-nine primary categories of prohibited labor 
and all other conceivable types of labor that are subsumed under these categories as 
details or subcategories, is a halakhic tradition alluded to in the Torah. Details and 
parameters of several of these primary categories, minimum measures that determine 
liability for their performance and the subcategories subsumed under those primary 
categories, were discussed in this chapter. 


Special attention was paid to the primary category of carrying out. The minimum 
measure that determines liability for carrying out was established for different sub- 
stances, based on the nature of that substance and its typical usage. Other details of 
this important prohibition were also discussed. 


Summary of 
Perek VII 
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In Chapter Seven, the fundamental principles used to define the minimum measures 
that determine liability for carrying out various substances were established. One 
who carries out any item fit to store into a prohibited domain on Shabbat is liable to 
bring a sin-offering for that action. An item considered fit to store is one that people 
generally store and one whose measure is large enough to make it worthwhile to store 
for future use. Any measure less than that is considered insignificant, and there is no 
Torah prohibition against carrying it out. This principle determines the minimum 
measures that determine liability for carrying out on Shabbat; however, it does not 
specify the measures with regard to each and every substance. 


In this chapter, as in the latter part of Chapter Seven and in subsequent chapters, 
the Sages specified that which is considered a significant measure with regard to a 
wide range of substances. The challenge here is not merely to establish minimum 
measures for the various substances, but it extends to more fundamental issues. For 
example, with regard to substances that have several uses, and a different measure is 
typically utilized for each of its uses, the question arises whether one universal mea- 
sure determines liability for carrying out this substance, or whether the measure that 
determines liability varies in accordance with the purpose for which the substance 
is being carried out. 


Moreover, even if one universal measure determines liability for carrying out a 
particular substance in all cases, is that measure determined by the substance’s most 
common and significant use or by the largest or smallest of the measures? 


In addition, the measure that determines liability for substances that have no in- 
dependent utility but serve a purpose when combined with other substances is 
discussed. Is the measure of that substance alone deemed significant because that is 
the measure typically mixed with another substance, or would one be liable only for 
carrying out the entire mixture. 


The explication of these general issues and their details is the focus of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
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MI S HN One who carries out undiluted wine" from a 

private domain to a public domain or vice versa 
is liable only for a measure equivalent to the wine typically diluted in 
a cup. Pure wine was diluted with water. The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out wine is a measure suitable to be diluted for a 
significant cup of wine. The measure that determines liability for carry- 
ing out milk is equivalent to that which is swallowed in one gulp. The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out honey is equivalent 
to that which is used to place on a sore caused by chafing. The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out oil is equivalent to that which 
is used to spread on a small limb. The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out water is equivalent to that which is used to rub and 
spread on an eye bandage. And the measure that determines liability 
for carrying out all other liquids is a quarter of a log. And the measure 
that determines liability for carrying out all waste water" is a quarter 
ofa log. Rabbi Shimon says: The measure that determines liability for 
all liquids is a quarter of a log. He further stated: And all these mea- 
sures were only stated with regard to those who store them. One 
indicates that he considers these liquids significant by storing them. One 
is only liable for carrying out an object that is significant to him. Others, 
for whom these measures are insignificant, are not liable for carrying 
them out. 


G E M ARA It was taught in a Tosefta: The measure that 


determines liability for carrying out wine is 
equivalent to the wine diluted for a significant cup of wine. The Ge- 
mara explains: And what is the significant cup of wine to which the 
Tosefta referred? It is a cup of blessing. And Rav Nahman said that 
Rabba bar Avuh said: A cup of blessing must have a quarter of a 
quarter of a log of undiluted wine in it, so that one will dilute it with 
water, and the cup will contain a quarter of a log. The ratio of dilution 
is typically three parts water to one part wine. 


Rava said: We too 


learned that in the mishna: One who carries out undiluted wine is only 
liable if he carries out a measure equivalent to the wine typically di- 
luted for a cup. And it was taught with regard to the mishna: A mea- 
sure equivalent to the wine diluted for a significant cup of wine. And 
it was taught in the latter clause of the mishna: And the measure that 
determines liability for carrying out all other liquids is a quarter of a 
log. Since a quarter of a log is the significant measure for liquids, that is 
also the significant measure for diluted wine. And Rava is consistent 
with his line of reasoning, as Rava said: Any wine that does not hold 
one part wine diluted by three parts water is not wine. Wine must be 
sufficiently potent to be capable of being diluted with water three times 
its measure. 


Abaye said: There are two possible responses with regard to this 
matter." One, as we learned in a mishna: Diluted wine, which is used 
to determine the exact color of red, is two parts water and one part 
wine from the wine of the Sharon.’ Apparently, wine constitutes one- 
third and not one-quarter of the diluted cup. And furthermore: Rava’s 
opinion is that the measure that determines liability for carrying out 
wine is a measure that, when diluted, would equal a quarter of a log, i.e., 
a quarter of a quarter of a log of undiluted wine. Is it possible that the 
water is in the jug and yet joins together with the wine? The wine that 
he is carrying out is less than the required measure and is not fit for 
drinking. 


HALAKHA 


One who carries out undiluted wine — » x»x tai: The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out wine 
into the public domain is equivalent to the wine diluted 
in a cup of blessing, e.g., kiddush, which is minimally a 
quarter of a quarter of a log of wine (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


NOTES 
Waste water — }’35iwi: The Rambam explains that this 
refers to liquids unfit for consumption, since they are 
poured out. Shofakhin literally means things poured out. 
In contrast, liquids fit for consumption are called liquids 
[mashkin] (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


NOTES 
There are two possible responses with regard to this 
matter — 3313 ninw mw: Abaye's intention was not 
to reject Rabbi Nahman’s statement with regard to the 
requisite size of a cup of blessing. He only meant that 
Rava's proof from the mishna can be refuted (Penei 
Yehoshua). 


BACKGROUND 
Wine of the Sharon — »3#»wi j»: Apparently, the vines 
which grew in the coastal areas of Eretz Yisrael, e.g., the 
Sharon, received a greater quantity of rainfall and might 
have been irrigated as well. Increased water dilutes the 
wine produced from those grapes. 
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HALAKHA 


Congealed - wa»: The measure that determines li- 
ability for carrying out congealed wine is an olive- 
bulk (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


Blood of a carcass - mba D7: The blood of an animal 
carcass is ritually pure by Torah law. It is ritually im- 
pure by rabbinic decree and has the status of other 
impure liquids. That ruling has been accepted as the 
practical halakha, even though it is the opinion of 
Beit Shammai (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTuma 18:2). 


NOTES 


Among the leniencies of Beit Shammai — apn 
aw Ma: Beit Shammai’s approach to halakha is 
usually stringent, while Beit Hillel tend to be more 
enient. However, there are exceptions in which Beit 
Shammai are more lenient. This list of cases where 
Beit Shammai rule leniently has halakhic significance. 
Wherever there is uncertainty with regard to the in- 
erpretation of a dispute between the two schools, 
or the conclusions to be drawn from them, the 
endency is to interpret Beit Shammai’s opinion as 
he stringent opinion. Therefore, it is important to 
underscore that in certain cases Beit Shammai ruled 
more leniently than Beit Hillel. 


Blood of a carcass — may D7: The ritual impurity of 
an animal carcass is mentioned several times in the 
Torah, but nowhere does the text state whether the 
significant measure determining ritual impurity for 
each of its parts is identical. An olive-bulk of flesh 
from a carcass imparts impurity. That is the same 
measure for which one is flogged for eating the meat 
of the carcass. The ritual impurity of the blood of an 
animal carcass was not specifically addressed in the 
Torah and is subject to dispute between the Sages. 
Even in the wake of the dispute between Beit Sham- 
mai and Beit Hillel, there were certain aspects of Beit 
Shammai's opinion that remained unclear. Did Beit 
Shammai rule that the blood is completely ritually 
pure, or did they merely rule that it does not render 
produce liable to become ritually impure? In addition, 
did Beit Shammai rule that the blood of an animal 
carcass is always pure, or does that ruling apply only 
when there is less than an olive-bulk of blood? 
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Rava said to him: That which you said that the dilution ratio that de- 
termines the color red is two parts water and one part wine, from the 
wine of the Sharon, is no proof. Wine of the Sharon is unique in that 
it is weak, and therefore two parts of water are sufficient to dilute it. 
Alternatively, there the dilution ratio mentioned is for determining the 
appearance of the color red; however, for the purpose of taste, more 
water is necessary. And that which you said: Is it possible that the 
water is in the jug and yet joins together with the wine? With regard 
to the liability of carrying out on Shabbat, we require an object that 
is significant, and this quarter of a quarter of a log of wine is also 
significant. 


A tanna taught in a Tosefta: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out congealed" wine on Shabbat is an olive-bulk; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Natan. Rav Yosef said: Rabbi Natan and Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said the same thing. Rabbi Natan’s 
statement is that which we just stated. And the statement of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, is as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda says: Six matters are among the leniencies of Beit Shammai" 
and among the stringencies of Beit Hillel. They include the blood of 
a carcass.™ Beit Shammai deem it ritually pure, as, in their opinion, 
only the flesh of a carcass imparts impurity; and Beit Hillel deem it 
ritually impure. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said: Even when 
Beit Hillel deemed it impure, they deemed impure only a measure of 
blood that contains a quarter of a log, since it can congeal and 
constitute an olive-bulk. Rav Yosef draws a parallel between the two 
opinions. Both tanna’im agree that a quarter of a log of liquid congeals 
to the size of an olive-bulk. 


Abaye said: Perhaps that is not the case, as Rabbi Natan said that a 
quarter of a log is required only here, with regard to wine, which is 
liquid; however, with regard to blood, which is viscous, in order to 
produce an olive-bulk when congealed, a quarter of a log is not re- 
quired. Less than a quarter of a log of blood congeals into an olive-bulk. 
Alternatively, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said that in order to 
create a congealed olive-bulk, a quarter of a log is sufficient only there, 
with regard to blood, which is viscous; however, wine, which is liquid, 
in order to create a congealed olive-bulk, more than a quarter of a log 
of wine is required. And, therefore, even when he carries out less than 
an olive-bulk on Shabbat, let him be liable. There is no proof that the 


two tannaitic opinions are parallel. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 

carrying out milk is equivalent to that which is swallowed [kedei ge- 
mia] in one gulp. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is the correct 

version of the mishna: Kedei gemia with an alef or kedei gemia with an 

ayin? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It should be written with an alef 
as we find in the Torah: “And he said: Give me to swallow [hagmi’ini 

with an alef | please, a little water from your jug” (Genesis 24:17). 


A similar dilemma with regard to spelling was raised before the Sages. 


In the mishna at the end of the previous chapter we learned that the 
measure that determines liability for carrying out foods is calculated 
without their seeds [garinin]. Is the correct version garinin with an alef 
or garinin with an ayin? Rava bar Ulla said: It is with an ayin, since it 
stems from the same root as: “And it shall be subtracted [venigra with 
an ayin] from your valuation” (Leviticus 27:18). 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do we describe dimming coals 
as omemot with an alef or omemot with an ayin? Rav Yitzhak bar Avdi- 
mi said: It is written with an ayin, as it is stated: “The cedars in the 
garden of God could not hide it [ amamuhu with an ayin]” (Ezekiel 31:8). 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to closing 
the eyes of the dead, did we learn in the mishna me‘amtzin with 
an alef, or meamtzin with an ayin? Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is written with an ayin as it is stated: 
“And closes [ve’otzem with an ayin] his eyes from seeing evil” 
(Isaiah 33:15). 


With regard to carrying out milk, the Sages taught: One who 
carries out the milk of an animal on Shabbat is liable only for a 
measure equivalent to that which is swallowed in one gulp." The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out awoman’s milk 
and the white of an egg is equivalent to that which is used to 
place on the part of an eye bandage upon which the ointment is 
placed directly on the wound. And the aforementioned eye ban- 
dage must be sufficiently large to use it to rub both his eyes with 
water. Rav Ashi raised a dilemma: Is the measure that deter- 
mines liability for the bandage equivalent to that with which 
water can be rubbed on both eyes, or is it equivalent to that which 
can be held and rubbed? Is the part of the bandage held in his 
hand when applying the bandage to his eyes also taken into ac- 
count? No resolution was found for this dilemma. Therefore, let 
it stand unresolved. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out honey is equivalent to that which is used to place 
on a sore" caused by chafing. A tanna taught in a Tosefta: The 
precise measure is equivalent to that which is placed on the 
opening of a sore, i.e., on the wound itself. Rav Ashi raised a 
dilemma: Does the term on a sore mean the measure of honey 
spread on the opening of the entire sore; or, perhaps it means 
the measure spread on the primary protuberance of the sore, to 
the exclusion of the surrounding area upon which he does not 
spread honey? No resolution was found for this dilemma either. 
Therefore, let it stand unresolved. 


On the subject of sores, the Gemara cites a statement referring to 
one of the methods for healing a sore. Rav Yehuda said that Rav 
said: Everything that the Holy One, Blessed be He, created in 
His world, He did not create anything for naught." He created 
a snail as a remedy for a sore; He created a fly to be crushed and 
spread as a remedy on a wasp sting; He created a mosquito as a 
remedy for a snake bite; and He created the snake itself as a 
remedy for a skin rash; and He created a gecko as a remedy for a 
scorpion bite. The Gemara explains: How does one implement 
the remedy? He brings two geckos, one black and one white, 
cooks them, and spreads the resulting ointment on the affected 
area. 


With regard to these creatures, the Gemara cites that which our 
Sages taught: There are five dreads,” i.e., dread that the weak cast 
over the mighty:" The dread of the mafgia, a small creature, over 
the lion;’ the dread of the mosquito over the elephant; the 
dread of the gecko over the scorpion; the dread of the swallow 
over the eagle; the dread of the kilbit, a small fish, over a whale. 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What is the verse that alludes to 
these matters? As it is written: “He that causes destruction 
[shod] to flash upon the mighty, so that destruction comes upon 
the fortress” (Amos 5:9), which is interpreted as: He who lifts the 
downtrodden [shadud] over the mighty. 


He did not create anything for naught - 4h 737 x12 x 
mead: The Gemara did not ask about wasps, scorpions, or other 
such pests because their obvious function is to punish sinners. 
However, it was necessary to explain the purpose of creatures 
that are not harmful but weak (Maharsha). 


NOTES 
Dread that the weak cast over the mighty — by von DY 
ia: This discussion teaches a moral lesson that even those 
who take pride in their advantages must be aware that those 
smaller can be sources of significant harm or benefit (Petah 
Einayim; Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 


Measure that determines liability for carrying out milk 
on Shabbat - naw myn payd abn nyw: The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out the milk of a kosher 
animal on Shabbat is equivalent to that which is swallowed 
in one gulp, which is less than a dried fig-bulk. The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out mother’s milk is the 
measure equivalent to that which is placed on the sensitive 
area of an eye for treatment. That is also the measure that 
determines liability for the white of an egg (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


Honey equivalent to that which is placed on a sore - w37 
mI byb *12: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out honey on Shabbat is equivalent to that which 
is placed on a sore. The halakha in this unresolved dilemma 
is ruled in accordance with the more stringent opinion, as 
is the case in all dilemmas involving prohibitions (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Five dreads — niay nwan: The difficulty in understand- 
ing this section stems from the uncertain identification of 
most of the creatures mentioned. It is clear that the dread 
of the mosquito over the elephant refers to the many small 
mosquitoes that sting the elephant’s trunk and the other 
soft areas of its body. The dread of the swallow over the 
eagle comes from the known fact that many small birds 
can successfully chase away a large bird of prey when they 
are numerically superior and in particular when they are 
protecting their young. The identity of the semamit men- 
tioned here has not been firmly established. A long-standing 
tradition associates the semamit with the spider, and there 
are indeed species of spiders that prey on scorpions. Nowa- 
days, the name semamit is used for a type of lizard, which 
might be capable of overpowering a scorpion. The dread of 
the kilbit over the livyatan is doubly difficult because of the 
uncertainty in identifying both terms. Many believe that 
the livyatan is a giant ocean-dwelling mammal from the 
Cetacea family. However, there are several smaller fish, such 
as sharks, that are capable of killing it, especially its young. 
Some authorities believe that the livyatan referred to here is 
he crocodile, and the kilbit is a kind of mosquito that stings 
it. There is also an opinion that the mafgia, the scourge of 
he lion, is a tiny mosquito. 


1N: This is possibly a reference to a creature in n the Far East 
from the Mustelidae family known as the zorilla, or striped 
polecat, which emits a powerful stench. Other animals are 
wary of any contact with it. It is not uncommon for an entire 
pack of lions to wait while this creature partakes of prey 
brought by the lions. 


Striped polecat 
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NOTES 
Goats walk in front — Kwa jab ry: 
There have been many attempts to 
explain these passages in an esoteric 
manner as an allusion to the status of 
srael among the nations in the past and 
in the present. Some commentaries ex- 
plain that the Talmud mentions these 
ostensibly arbitrary ways of the world 
o convey the idea that they are often 
not arbitrary at all. It informs those who 
would seek to change them that seem- 
ingly insignificant phenomena often 
have significant rationales (/yun Ya'akov). 


Mitkolita - xopionn: Rav Hai Gaon ex- 
plains that mitkolita is a weaver's loom. 
It is an acronym for what one says when 
beginning the time-consuming weav- 
ing process: When will this be finished 
[matai tikhleh da]? 


Asita, hasirta — KAYEN .XDDN: In the 
Arukh there is a variant reading: Asita 
hasidata, meaning that the mortar is 
like a pious person [hasid], who suffers 
abuse and pain silently. 


BACKGROUND 


The grasshopper’s [kamtza] antenna — 
YAPT KNP: According to the Aramaic 
translations of the Torah and other 
sources, the kamtza is a grasshopper (see 
Rashi) and the reference here is to the 
grasshopper’s antennae. When these an- 
tennae are pulled off or torn, it primarily 
affects the grasshopper's sense of smell. 
Some authorities identify the kamtza 
mentioned here and in other talmudic 
sources as a type of snail. Indeed, many 
types of snails have eyes at the ends of 
their antennae. 


Grow mightier with age — D712 
TN DDD in: Fish and snakes are ex- 
amples of creatures whose growth does 
not end at a fixed stage but continues, 
albeit slowly, throughout their lives. For 
this reason, the Gemara states that as 
they get older they become stronger. 
Pigs and wild boars continue to grow 
and to grow stronger for years after 
reaching maturity. 


LANGUAGE 


Barrel [kufta] — X193: From the Greek 
xbtoc, kytos, kbmeMov, or kypellon, 
meaning a large vessel with a protrud- 
ing belly (Musaf Arukh). 


Palace [apadna] — x275%:This word 
comes from the Old Persian apadanu, 
which dates back to the Achaemenid 
dynasty and refers to the king's audience 
hall. The word was adapted into Aramaic 
at an early stage and is found in the book 
of Daniel (11:45). It seems that its mean- 
ing expanded over time to include any 
palace or lavish building. 
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On the topic of the nature of the world, the Gemara relates that Rabbi Zeira 
found Rav Yehuda, who was standing at the entrance of his father-in-law’s 
house, and observed that he was in an especially cheerful mood. And Rabbi 
Zeira understood that were he to ask Rabbi Yehuda about anything in the 
entire world, he would tell him the answer. He therefore posed questions to 
him on a variety of topics unrelated to halakha. He asked: Why do goats walk 
in front" of the flock and then ewes follow? He said to him: It is just as it was 
in the creation of the world, which at first was dark and then light followed. 
Goats, which are typically black, precede the ewes, which are typically white. 
And he asked: Why are the genitals of these ewes covered with a tail, whereas 
these goats are exposed? He answered: These ewes, whose wool we use to 
cover ourselves, are rewarded in that they are covered; and those goats, whose 
hair we do not use to cover ourselves, are exposed. And he asked: Why is the 
camel’s tail short? He answered: Because a camel eats thorns, and a long tail 
would become entangled in the thorns. And he asked: Why is the ox’s tail long? 
He answered: Because the ox lives in a swamp and must fend off mosquitoes. 


He continued to ask: Why is the grasshopper’s antenna’ soft? He answered: 
Because it lives in the plains among the grass, and if the antenna were hard it 
would break and the grasshopper would go blind. When the grasshopper 
loses its antenna it is unable to move, as Shmuel said: One who seeks to blind 
a grasshopper should remove its antenna. And he asked: Why does the 
chicken’s lower eyelid cover the upper one? He answered: Because a chicken 
lives on rafters in houses, and if the smoke from the houses were to enter its 
eyes without the protection of the eyelid, it would go blind. He asked further: 
Why is a door called dasha in Aramaic? He said to him: It is an acronym for 
derekh sham, which means through there. Why is a stair called darga? He said 
to him: It is an acronym for derekh gag, which means the way to the roof. Why 
are spices called mitkolita?" He said to him: It is an acronym for matai tikhleh 
da, which means when will this be finished. Since spices are used sparingly, they 
last a long time. Why is a house called beita? He said to him: It is an acronym 
for bo ve'eitiv ba, which means come and I will sit in it. Why is a small house 
called bikta? He said to him: It is an acronym for bei akta, which means a nar- 
row house. 


A barrel is called kufta,' which is an acronym for kuf vetiv, which means turn it 
over and sit. Bricks are called livnei, which is an allusion to livnei benei, which 
means for the children of children. A fence made of thorns is called hutza and 
Rav Yehuda said that it is merely a hatzitza, which means partition, as opposed 
to a true fence. A jug used for drawing water is called a hatzba because it hews 
[hotzev] water from the river. A small jug is called kuza, alluding to kazeh, 
which means: Give me one like that. Myrtle branches with which people dance 
at a wedding are called shutita, an allusion to shetuta, which means madness, 
as the frenzied dancing appears to be madness. The large vessel used for wash- 
ing is called meshikhla, which is an acronym for mashei kula, which means: It 
washes all. A small vessel used for washing is called mashkhilta, and Rav Ye- 
huda explained that it is an acronym for mashya kalta, which means: It washes 
the bride. A mortar is called asita, alluding to hasirta,. which means lacking, 
since it has a large cavity. The pestle that is inserted into the mortar for pound- 
ing its contents is called bukhna, which is an acronym for bo ve‘akkena, which 
means: Come and I will strike it. 


An outer garment is called levusha, which is an acronym for lo busha, which 

means no shame, as one who is clothed is no longer ashamed. A broad outer 
garment is called gelima, an allusion to the fact that, by wearing it, one is trans- 
formed into an amorphous golem-like figure, as his limbs are indistiguishable. 
A beautiful coat is termed golta, which is an acronym for geli ve'eitiv, which 

means reveal, remove the coat, and only then I will sit, so that the coat will not 
get dirty. A bed is called purya, an allusion to the fact that people parin veravin, 
which means procreate, upon it. An empty pit is called bor zinka, which is an 

acronym for bor ze naki, which means that this pit is empty of water. The head 

covering of Torah scholars is called sudara, an acronym for sod yareh, which is 

areference to the verse: “The counsel of the Lord is with them who fear Him 

[sod Hashem lire‘av]” (Psalms 25:14). A palace is called apadna,' which is an 

acronym for apitha dein, meaning: To this entrance all come. The Gemara cites 

an additional baraita related to the nature of the creatures. There are three 

creatures that grow mightier with age,’ and they are the fish, and the snake, 
and the pig. 
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We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out oil is equivalent to that which is used to spread" on a small limb." The 
school of Rabbi Yannai said it should be explained as follows: The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out oil is equivalent to that which is 
used to spread on a small limb of a day-old child. The Gemara raises an 
objection from a baraita: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out oil is equivalent to that which is used to spread on a small limb and a 
day-old child. Does this not mean: A small limb of an adult and a large limb 
of a day-old child? The Gemara rejects this: The school of Rabbi Yannai 
could have said to you: No, this is what the baraita is saying: The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out oil is equivalent to that which is 
used to spread on a small limb, and the small limb in question is that of a 


day-old child. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this is parallel to a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out oil is equivalent to that which is used to spread on a small 
limb and a day-old child; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. 
Rabbi Natan says: Equivalent to that which is used to spread on a small 
limb. Is it not that they disagree about the following? Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar holds: It refers to a small limb of a small child, and Rabbi Natan 
holds: The measure for liability is equivalent to that which is used to spread 
on a small limb of an adult or a large limb of a child, but for a measure 
equivalent to that which is used to spread on a small limb of a day-old child, 
no, one is exempt. The Gemara rejects this: No, everyone agrees that for 
carrying out oil in a measure equivalent to that which is used to spread on a 
small limb of a day-old child, no, one is exempt, 


and the opinion of the school of Rabbi Yannai is not accepted. And here, in 
this baraita, they disagree about this: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar holds: A 
small limb of an adult and a large limb of a day-old child are equal to one 
another, and Rabbi Natan holds: For carrying out oil in a measure equivalent 
to that which is used to spread on a small limb of an adult, yes, one is liable; 
however, a large limb ofa day-old child, no, he is exempt. The Gemara asks: 
What conclusion was reached in this matter? Come and hear a proof, as it 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says explicitly: The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out oil is equivalent to that 
which is used to spread on a small limb of a day-old child. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out water is equivalent to that which is used to rub and spread on an eye 
bandage.’ Abaye said: Now, since, with regard to any substance that is 
utilized for both common and uncommon uses, the Sages, in their ruling, 
followed the common usage even as a leniency, i.e., one is liable only for 
carrying out the larger measure. However, when a substance has different uses 
and one is common and the other is common as well, the Sages, in their 
ruling, followed the common use that leads to a stringency, i.e., one is liable 
for carrying out even the smaller amount. 


Proof for this principle can be seen in the following examples. Wine, its use 
for drinking is common and its use for healing is uncommon. The Sages, 
in establishing the measure that determines liability for carrying out wine, 
followed its use for drinking, which is common, which led to a leniency. 
The amount of wine that one typically drinks is greater that the amount of 
wine used for healing. Milk, its consumption is common and its use for 
healing is uncommon. The Sages, in establishing the measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying out milk, followed its consumption, which is 
common, as a leniency. Honey, its consumption is common and its use for 
healing is also common. The Sages, in establishing the measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying out honey, followed its use for healing, the small- 
er amount, as a stringency. 


HALAKHA 


Oil equivalent to that which is used to 
spread — poh 13 yaw: The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out oil 
on Shabbat is equivalent to that which 
is spread on a small limb, e.g., the toe 
of a day-old child, as per the statement 
of Rabbi Yannai and in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. 
That ruling also reflects the simple un- 
derstanding of this matter in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


NOTES 
Small limb — op 32%: Rav Yannai’s 
approach is that the word katan has a 
double meaning, as an adjective and 
as a noun. Sometimes it means a small 
limb and sometimes it means the limb 
of a child. 


BACKGROUND 


To rub and spread on an eye bandage 
[kilor] - wp by "wn: Kilor is an oint- 
mentor solution for treating the eye. The 
white of an egg, especially the part from 
which the chick develops, can heal eye 
inflammations and injuries. This cure was 
widely used throughout the ages. The 
effect of the egg and the milk is due to 
their adhesive quality, which assists in 
fusing wounds and cuts in the eye. 
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——————_ NOTES 
They taught this halakha in the Galilee - nw Kyaa: 
Rabbeinu Hananel and other commentaries have a variant 
reading: They taught this halakha with regard to that of 
the Galilee. This refers to the special water in the Galilee, 
which contained properties that heal the eye. Water from 
other locales, however, was not commonly used for cures. 
Other commentaries explain that wine drinking was so 
widespread in the Galilee that people's eyes were red 
from excessive drink and they used significant amounts of 
water to remedy eye ailments (Tosefot Yeshanim). 


Except for water which cures — 10197 K921 at: According 
to an opinion cited in the J erusalem Talmud, this measure 
for water applies only to dew, which contains properties 
that heal the eye. For other water, the minimum measure 
is water sufficient to wash a mortar. 


Wart on the eye - mp3: Some authorities identify this 
as an evil spirit that afflicts the eye (Arukh). 


With regard to one who carries out...with regard to 
one who stores — »»¥723...«°¥ sa: There are two alterna- 
tive explanations for this passage. Some commentaries 
agree with Rashi and hold that the question and answer 
refer to the statement of the Sages with regard to one 
who carries an object from domain to domain. Although 
the Sages generally maintain that one cannot be ren- 
dered liable by the thoughts of another, a student can 
be rendered liable by the thoughts of his teacher. The 
student is under the influence of his teacher and intends 
to conduct himself in accordance with his teacher's wishes 
(Meiri. Ritva). 

Others explained that the entire matter refers to Rabbi 
Shimon’s opinion. Rabbi Shimon said: In what case are 
these matters stated? They are stated in the case of one 
who stored an object. In his opinion, even one who stores 
would not be liable for carrying out anything less than the 
measure that determines liability. However, apparently all 
he Sages agree that one who attaches significance to an 
object is liable for carrying it out. The Gemara answers that 
his case is referring to a student whose teacher ordered 
him to clear objects away and the student stored various 
items on behalf of the teacher. The teacher is not liable for 
hose objects that the student deemed significant. He is 
only liable for carrying out items if they are the requisite 
size, even though items that were smaller were stored in 
his house (Rabbeinu Hananel; geonim). 


HALAKHA 
Blood and all types of liquids — ppn '»2 by o7: The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out blood 
and all other liquids on Shabbat is a quarter of a /og, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 


Waste water — '35iw: The measure that determines li- 
ability for carrying out waste water on Shabbat is a quarter 
of a log (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:2). 
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However, water, since its drinking is common and its use for healing 
is uncommon, what is the reason that the Sages followed its use for 
healing as a stringency? Based on the above principle, the Sages 
should have determined the measure based on its use for drinking. 
Abaye said: They taught this halakha in the Galilee’ where they 
typically drink wine. There, water is used as commonly for healing as 
it is for drinking (Tosafot). Rava said: Even if you say that this halakha 
applies in the rest of the places as well as in the Galilee, the use of 
water in treating the eye is common, in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel, as Shmuel said: All liquids placed on the eye effect a cure 
and cloud the vision,’ except for water which cures" and does not 
cloud the vision. 


We learned in the mishna: And the measure that determines liability 
for all other liquids is a quarter of a log. The Sages taught in a Tosefta: 

The measure that determines liability for carrying out blood and all 

types of liquids" on Shabbat is a quarter ofa log. Rabbi Shimon ben 

Elazar says: The measure that determines liability for blood is less 

than that. The measure that determines liability for carrying out blood 

is equivalent to that which is used to apply to one eye, as one applies 

blood to heal a wart on the eye." The Gemara asks: And what type 

of blood effects this cure? The blood of a wild chicken.’ Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel says: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out blood is equivalent to that which is used to apply to one 

eye, as one applies blood to heal a cataract.” And what type of blood 

effects this cure? The blood of a bat. Anda mnemonic to ensure that 

you do not confuse these cures: Inside for inside, outside for outside. 
The blood of a bat, which lives in inhabited areas, for the cataract, 
which is inside the eye; the blood of a wild chicken, which lives out- 
side inhabited areas, for the wart, which is external to the eye. 


The Gemara cites a Tosefta: In what case are these matters, the mea- 
sures for the substances in the mishna, stated? They were stated with 
regard to one who carries them out from one domain to another 
without ascribing special significance to them. However, with regard 
to one who stores" them, thereby ascribing significance to them, the 
ruling is that he is liable for carrying out any measure. Rabbi Shimon 
says: In what case are these matters stated? They were stated with 
regard to one who stores those amounts. However, if one merely 
carries them out, he is liable only if he carries out a quarter of a log. 
And the Rabbis agree with Rabbi Shimon with regard to one who 
carries out waste water" to the public domain that even when one 
merely carries it out, the measure that determines liability is a quarter 
of a log. 


The Master said in the Tosefta: In what case are these matters, the 
measures for the substances in the mishna, stated? They were stated 
with regard to one who carries them out from one domain to an- 
other without ascribing special significance to them. However, with 
regard to one who stores them, he is liable for any amount. The 
Gemara is surprised at this: Isn’t the one who stores also the one who 
carries out? One is not liable for merely storing. He is liable only for 
carrying out the stored item. Abaye said: With what are we dealing 
here? With the case of a student whose teacher said to him: Go and 
clear for me space for a meal, and he went and cleared space for him 
and removed the items to another domain. Ifhe cleared an item that 
is significant to all, he is liable for carrying it out. If he cleared an 
item that is not significant to all, then, if his teacher had stored it, 
he is liable for carrying it out, and if his teacher had not stored it, he 
is not liable for carrying it out, since the student is fulfilling his 
teacher’s wishes. 


BACKGROUND 


Cure and cloud the vision — bum 101: Apparently, Shmuel’s 
statement means that when choosing the solution for the oint- 
ment, one must be careful that it is watery rather than sticky, 
since an adhesive solution might dim the patient's vision. 


Wild chicken - x3 nbiannt: Wild chickens, Gallus gallus banki- 
va, are the untamed ancestors of the domesticated chicken. They 
are indigenous to the forests of India and Burma, but there is no 


basis for the assumption that these were found in Babylonia. 
However, it is possible that the term wild chicken also refers to 
other wild fowl from the chicken family, which are similar in ap- 
pearance to chickens, e.g., the partridge or the thrush. 


Cataract [yarud] — 319%: The assumption is that yarud is a cata- 
ract, the hardening of the lens that leads to loss of sight and 
graying of the pupil. 
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The Master said in the Tosefta: And the Rabbis agree with Rabbi Shimon 
with regard to one who carries out waste water to the public domain, that 
the measure that determines liability is a quarter ofa log. The Gemara asks: 
For what use is waste water fit? Rabbi Yirmeya said: It is used to knead 
clay. The Gemara asks: If that is its purpose, why is such a large amount 
required? Was it not taught in a baraita: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out clay on Shabbat is equivalent to that which is used to 
make an opening for the bellows to be placed in a crucible, which is a 
much smaller measure? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This, 
where the measure for clay is equivalent to that which is used to make an 
opening for the bellows to be placed in a crucible, is referring to a case 
where it was already kneaded; that, where the measure for waste water is 
a quarter of a log to knead clay, is referring to a case where it is not yet 
kneaded, as a person does not go to the trouble of kneading clay just to 
make an opening for the bellows to be placed in a crucible. When carrying 
out water to knead clay, a large amount is required; however, clay that was 
already prepared is fit for use for smaller objects as well. 


MI S HN A One who carries out a rope" is liable in a measure 


equivalent to that which is used to form an ear- 
shaped handle for a basket. The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out reed grass is equivalent to that which is used to make a loop 
for hanging a sifter or a sieve. Rabbi Yehuda says: The measure for liabil- 
ity is equivalent to that which is used to take the measure of a shoe for a 
child," as the reed is used to measure the size of the foot. The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out paper is equivalent to that which is 
used to write a tax receipt. And one who carries out a tax receipt" itself 
on Shabbat is liable. 


The measure that determines liability for carrying out paper from which 

the writing has been erased and which can no longer be used for writing, is 

equivalent to that which is used to wrap around a small jar of perfume. 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out animal hide is equiv- 
alent to that which is used to make an amulet. The measure that determines 

liability for carrying out dokhsostos, a layer of the animal hide, is equivalent 

to that which is used to write a mezuza. The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out parchment is equivalent to that which is used to write 

the shortest portion in the phylacteries, which is the portion of Shema 

Yisrael. The measure that determines liability for carrying out ink is equiv- 
alent to that which is used to write two letters. 


The measure that determines liability for carrying out blue eye shadow is 
equivalent to that which is used to paint one eye blue. The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out glue is equivalent to that which is used 
to place on the top ofa board to catch birds. The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out tar and sulfur is equivalent to that which is used 
to seal a hole in a vessel and to make a small hole in that seal. The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out wax is equivalent to that which is 
used to place on the opening of a small hole to seal it. The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out crushed earthenware is equivalent to 
that which is used to knead and make from it an opening for the bellows 
to be placed in a gold refiners’ crucible. Rabbi Yehuda says: Equivalent 
to that which is used to make a small tripod [pitput] for the crucible. The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out bran is equivalent to that 
which is used to place on the hole ofa gold refiners’ crucible. The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out lime is equivalent to that which 
is used to spread as a depilatory on the smallest of girls. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: Equivalent to that which is used to spread on the hair that grows over 
the temple so that it will lie flat. Rabbi Nehemya says: Equivalent to that 
which is used to spread on the temple to remove fine hairs. 


olisher 


HALAKHA 
Rope - ban: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out waste water on Shab- 
bat is equivalent to that which is used to form 


a handle for a basket (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 18:12). 


NOTES 
Shoe for a child - Pr Sym: According to 
an explanation cited in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
his refers to a child who is able to walk, and 
shoes are being made for him. 


Tax receipt — p31 Ww: Clearly, one is liable 
or carrying out a tax receipt on Shabbat, as 
it was taught in the first clause of the mishna 
hat the measure that determines liability for 
carrying out paper is equivalent to that which 
is used to write a tax receipt. It was necessary 
o write both halakhot. Had liability for the tax 
receipt not been written explicitly, one might 
ave thought that liability is only due to the 
act that there is room to write two letters as 
well as space to hold the paper. Therefore, the 
mishna taught that a tax receipt is significant 
and therefore one is liable for carrying it out 
independent of other factors (Ramban). 


LANGUAGE 
Small tripod [pitput] — WaW: From the 
Greek sobs, pous, genitive moðóç, podos, 
meaning foot. Pitput is the leg of a vessel or a 
tripod upon which vessels are placed. 
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NOTES 


Rope and hard palm leaves — pym ban: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, a distinction is made between these cases. The mea- 
sure that determines liability for carrying out a thick rope 
into the public domain is an amount large enough to use 
as fuel for roasting. The measure that determines liability for 
carrying a reed stated in the mishna is referring to the inner 
portion of the reed. Its exterior is used for the actual threads 
of a sieve and a sifter. Hard palm leaves are unsuitable for 
handles of Egyptian wicker baskets but are used for making 
the basket itself. 


Two letters and a tax receipt — posin WW NPNK nw: 
In contrast to the explanation in the commentary, some 
explain that the letters of a tax receipt are smaller than stan- 
dard letters. Rabbi Sheshet holds that wherever two letters 
are mentioned, it is in reference to the smaller letters of a tax 
receipt. Rava holds that it is referring to two standard-size 
letters. Nevertheless, Rav Sheshet and Rava do not disagree 
with regard to the measure for liability, as, according to Rava, 
in calculating that measure, blank paper to grip the receipt is 
added to the size of the letters of a tax receipt. According to 
that approach, a question was raised from the Tosefta with 
regard to one who carries out the blank portion of a paper 
whose writing has been erased. According to Rav Sheshet, 
the two letters are small, while according to Rava there is no 
need for blank paper to grip in that case (geonim). 


Receipt and a document - Www Wp: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, Rabbi Yehuda's opinion that he will need to show 
it to a different tax collector or lender is explicitly adopted. 


BACKGROUND 
Sela - yoo: The shekel, or coin, in the image below is ap- 
parently the sela mentioned in the Gemara. A sela is worth 
four silver dinars. 


Shekel of the Sanctuary from the first year of the Great Revolt 
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G E M A We learned in the mishna: The measure that 

determines liability for carrying out a rope 
is equivalent to that which is used to form an ear-shaped handle for 
a basket. The Gemara asks: In the case of rope, too, let one be liable 
for carrying out a measure equivalent to that which is used to make 
a loop for hanging a sifter or a sieve, as he is with a reed. The Ge- 
mara answers: Since rope is tough and would cut grooves in the 
vessel, people do not make loops from it. The Sages taught: The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out hard palm leaves" 
is equivalent to that which is used to make an ear-shaped handle 
for an Egyptian wicker basket, which is made from woven palm 
branches. Aherim say: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out bast is equivalent to that which is used to place on the 
opening of a small funnel to filter the wine. The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out fat" is equivalent to that which 
is used to smear beneath a small cake. And how much is its mea- 
sure? Equivalent to the size of a sela.” The Gemara asks: Was it not 
taught in a baraita that its measure is equivalent to a dried fig? The 
Gemara answers: This, the width of a sela, and that, the volume of 
a dried fig, are one measure. The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out soft material is equivalent to that which is used to 
make a small ball. And how much is its measure? It is like the size 
of a nut. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out paper is equivalent to that which is used to write a tax 

receipt. A tanna taught in a Tosefta: How much is the measure ofa 

tax receipt? Enough to write two letters characteristic of a tax re- 
ceipt, which are larger than regular letters." And the Gemara raises 

a contradiction: One who carries out blank paper;" if it has space 

equivalent to that which is used to write two letters, he is liable, 
and if not, he is exempt. That paper is smaller than a tax receipt. 
Rav Sheshet said: What are the two letters taught in the Tosefta? 

Two letters of a tax receipt. Rava said: The Tosefta can even be 

explained as referring to two standard-size letters of ours and blank 
space with which to hold the paper on which the text is written, 
which is the size of a tax receipt. 


The Gemara raises an objection: One who carries out paper from 
which the writing has been erased" or a promissory note whose 
debt has been repaid, if there is in its white section, the space with 
no text, equivalent to that which is used to write two letters, or if 
the entire paper is equivalent to that which is used to wrap around 
a small jar of perfume, he is liable; and if not, if it is smaller, he is 
exempt. The Gemara elaborates: Granted, according to Rav 
Sheshet, who said: What are the two letters taught in the Tosefta, 
two letters of a tax receipt," it works out well. However, according 
to Rava, who said: Two standard-size letters of ours and blank 
space with which to hold the paper on which the text is written, 
which is the size of a tax receipt, here, on this paper or document, 
blank space with which to hold the paper is not necessary, as one 
can hold it on the erased part or on the text of the voided promis- 
sory note. Nevertheless, the measure for liability in the Tosefta for 
carrying out paper from which the writing was erased is no smaller. 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is difficult." 


Fat — 337: The measure that determines liability for carrying out 
fat and fatty substances is equivalent to that which is smeared 
on the underside of a small wafer the size of a sela coin (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:10). 


HALAKHA 


from which the writing has been erased is the amount of space 
needed to write two letters. If not, the measure for liability is 
the equivalent to that which is used to wrap around the mouth 
of a small jar of perfume (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:15). 


Blank paper - pon ‘wx: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out blank paper is the size of a tax receipt, i.e., large 
enough to write two Greek letters on it. Greek letters are typi- 
cally written larger than standard Hebrew letters (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:15). 


Paper from which the writing has been erased — pam 3: 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out paper 


Tax receipt — ppn Wp: One who carries out a tax receipt is li- 
able even if he had already used it. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as the plain understanding of 
the mishna supports his opinion (Maggid Mishne). In addition, 
the discussion among the amoraim revolves around his opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:15). 
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The Sages taught in a Tosefta: One who carries out a tax receipt 
on Shabbat before he has shown it to the tax collector, and he 
still needs it, is liable for carrying out on Shabbat. Once he has 
shown it to the tax collector he is exempt, as it has no signifi- 
cance. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even once he has shown it to the tax 
collector he is liable because there will be a time when he needs 
it. The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between 
their opinions?’ Abaye said: There is a practical difference be- 
tween their opinions with regard to tax runners. Occasionally, 
the tax collectors send inspectors after those who already passed 
the tax audit in order to verify that they indeed paid. In that case, 
even though one already showed it to the original tax collector, he 
will be required to produce it again. Rava said: There is a practical 
difference between their opinions with regard to a senior tax 
collector and a junior tax collector. Sometimes, when the first 
tax collector that one encounters is a minor official, he will need 
to keep the receipt with him and produce it if he encounters a 
more senior official. Rav Ashi said: There is a difference between 
them even in a case where there is just one tax collector. Never- 
theless, it is to his advantage to keep it in his possession because 
he needs it to show it to a second tax collector whom he may 
encounter in the future, as he says to him: Look, I am a man 
trusted by the tax collector.” The document in his possession 
proves that he is on good terms with the tax authorities. 


The Sages taught: One who carries out a promissory note on 
Shabbat before he repaid the debt is liable; however, once he 
repaid it, he is exempt. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even once he repaid 
the debt, he is liable for carrying out the document because he 
needs it. The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference be- 
tween their opinions? Rav Yosef said: There is a practical differ- 
ence between their opinions with regard to the halakha whether 
or not it is prohibited to keep a repaid promissory note in one’s 
possession. The Rabbis hold: It is prohibited to keep a repaid 
promissory note’ in one’s possession, so that the creditor will not 
use it to collect the debt a second time. Since it is prohibited to 
keep a repaid promissory note, the document has no value. And 
Rabbi Yehuda holds: It is permitted to keep a repaid promis- 
sory note in one’s possession and use it as paper. 


Abaye said: Everyone agrees that it is prohibited to keep a re- 
paid promissory note in one’s possession, and here they disagree 
with regard to the question whether or not, in a case where a 
debtor admits that he wrote a promissory note, the creditor must 
ratify it in court." The first tanna holds: When a debtor admits 
that he wrote a promissory note, the creditor must ratify it in 
court to confirm that it is not a forgery. Ifit cannot be ratified, the 
debtor can claim that he already repaid the debt. And Rabbi Ye- 
huda holds: When a debtor admits that he wrote a promissory 
note, the creditor need not ratify it in court and can collect his 
debt without ratification. The document is considered more reli- 
able than the debtor’s claims. And what is the meaning of: Before 
he repaid the debt and once he repaid it? 


BACKGROUND 


Tax collectors — m»D>in: In ancient times, a significant portion 
of state revenue came from tariffs, which were typically levied at 
borders, crossings, bridges, and major thoroughfares. For many 
years, central authorities leased the right to collect state taxes 
to individuals. These tax collectors often raised taxes beyond 
the official rate of taxation or levied taxes on items that were 
actually exempt from taxes to increase their own revenues. There 
were even self-appointed tax collectors whose authority ranged 
from semiofficial to non-existent. Due to the irregularities with 


regard to taxes, some people made private arrangements with 
the collectors. Through fixed payments or due to good personal 
relations, they received exemptions from taxes. A tax receipt was 
a kind of certificate stating that a tax collector had exempted a 
merchant or traveler from paying a tax. Since these exemptions 
were distributed on a personal basis, they were occasionally used 
to demonstrate to a different tax collector that the bearer was 
trusted by the tax authorities, in the hope of gaining consider- 
ation with regard to his taxes. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


What is the practical difference between their opin- 
ions — Y3 IN: The meaning of this expression in this 
context differs from its normal usage. This phrase gener- 
ally refers to the practical ramifications emerging from a 
dispute. In this context, however, the question pertains to 
the circumstances that led to the dispute. In general, the 
expression used for that purpose is: With regard to what 
do they disagree? (See Rashi.) 


It is prohibited to keep a repaid promissory note - Vo% 
yna wy ninw): Even if a lender is trustworthy, and the 
borrower left the document in his possession after pay- 
ment, the document must be destroyed. The paper might 
be left to an heir or given to someone else who is unaware 
hat the debt has been paid. He might innocently attempt 
o collect the money. 


A document and its ratification — tay) Ww: Ratifica- 
ion involves bringing a document before a court where 
he determination is made whether or not the witnesses’ 
signatures on the document are authentic. Once a docu- 
ment is certified in that manner, the borrower can no 
onger claim that he repaid the debt, and he must bring 
proof of payment in the form of a receipt or witnesses. 
However, there is one Sage who maintains the following: 
The testimony of witnesses signed on a document has 
egal status as if that testimony were cross-examined in 
court. Consequently, any document has a presumption 
of validity. Until the borrower brings proof that he paid or 
hat the document is forged, he must pay in accordance 
with its terms. 
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HALAKHA 


One who tans the hide, how much - tay 
mapa: The measure that determines liability 
for one who tans hides is equivalent to that 
which is used to make an amulet, as per the 
statement of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:5). 
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It means: Until the debtor says: I repaid the debt, or, I did not repay the debt. 
If the debtor says: I repaid the debt in the promissory note and there are no 
witnesses to ratify the document in court, the document has no value. That is 
the opinion of the Rabbis who hold that an unratified document cannot force 
a debtor to pay. According to Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that a document need 
not be ratified, the debtor’s claim that he repaid the debt is not accepted and 
the creditor can collect his debt with the unratified promissory note. 


Rava said: Everyone agrees that when a debtor admits that he wrote a prom- 
issory note, the creditor need not ratify it in court. And here, it is with regard 
to the question whether or not one writes a receipt that they disagree. The 
first tanna holds: One writes a receipt for a promissory note that was repaid. 
Since the debtor has the receipt in his possession, the creditor may keep the 
note and use it as paper. And Rabbi Yehuda holds: One does not write a re- 
ceipt. Therefore, the creditor is required to return the note to the debtor im- 
mediately upon repayment of the debt. It is in the interest of the debtor to de- 
stroy the document, and he has no reason to keep it." Rav Ashi said: The 
dispute is with regard to a case where the debtor carried out the promissory 
note into the public domain. Rabbi Yehuda said he is liable because he needs 
the repaid document to show it to a second creditor, as he says to him: Look, 
I am a man who repays his debts. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out animal hide is equivalent to that which is used to make an amulet. Rava 
raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman: With regard to one who carries out 
animal hide, how much must he carry out on Shabbat in order to be liable? He 
said to him, it is as we learned in the mishna: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out animal hide is equivalent to that which is used to make 
an amulet. He raised another dilemma: With regard to one who tans that hide, 
how much" must he tan in order to be liable? He said to him: It is no different, 
the same measure. He raised another dilemma: With regard to one who carries 
out animal hide to tan it, how much must he carry out on Shabbat in order to 
be liable? He said to him: It is no different. 


And from where do you derive and say that there is no difference whether or 
not the hide one carries out is tanned? As we learned in a mishna: With regard 
to one who whitens, and one who combs, and one who dyes, and one who 
spins, the measure of wool for which one is liable in performing those prohib- 
ited labors is double the full width of the distance between the forefinger and 
the middle finger. And the measure that determines liability for one who 
weaves two threads is double the full width of the distance between the 
forefinger and the middle finger. Apparently, since the wool is designated 
for spinning, the measure for which one is liable for whitening, combing, and 
dyeing is equal to the measure for which one is liable for weaving that spun 
thread. Here too, since it is designated for tanning, its measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying it out into the public domain is equal to the measure 
that determines liability for carrying out tanned hides." Rava raised another 
dilemma: With regard to one who carries out animal hide and has no intention 
to tan it, how much must he carry out on Shabbat in order to be liable? He said 
to him: It is no different. 


NOTES 
for carrying out, tanning, and carrying out hide that has not yet been 


Writing a receipt — 1aiw nana: It is a matter of dispute whether it is 
sufficient to write a receipt when a debt is repaid or whether the lender 
must return the document to the borrower. If a receipt is written, the 
borrower must keep the receipt forever. If he loses it, the lender could 
then demand payment again. That is a reason not to write a receipt. In 
contrast, the opinion that a receipt may be written is based the follow- 
ing: Just as a receipt is written when part of a debt is repaid, and there 
is no alternative to writing a receipt, so, too, a receipt may be written 
when the entire debt is repaid. 


Since it is designated for tanning, its measure that determines li- 
ability is equal to the measure that determines liability for tanned 
hides — Taya Myw KP ways 1: Rav Nahman suggests a subtle 
distinction between two similar concepts. On the one hand, he main- 
tains his fundamental approach that the measure for liability be used 


tanned. Rav Nahman's reasoning is as follows: Since the hide is des- 
ignated for tanning, its measure for liability is equal to the measure 
for liability for tanned hides. According to that approach, there is one 
significant measure established for each material. There is no difference 
between processed goods and raw materials. Proofs that support the 
existence of such a difference can be rejected because there are two 
conditions with regard to the prohibited labor of carrying out: One is 
that the object carried out must be significant; the other is that it must 
be common practice to carry out that object. Therefore, although one 
is liable for carrying out a small animal hide that was already processed, 
he is not liable for carrying out a hide of that size that was not already 
tanned because one would not typically tan an animal hide that small. 
However, when the issue of common practice is not relevant, Rav 
Nahman's fundamental assumption is accepted. 
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Rava asked: And is there no halakhic difference between 
carrying out tanned hides and carrying out hides that are 

not tanned? He raised an objection to him based on a 
baraita: One who carries out herbs that were soaked in 
water and ready for use as a dye is liable ifhe carried out a 
measure equivalent to that which is used to dye a sample 

the size ofa stopper for the shuttle of a loom. While with 
regard to herbs that were not soaked, we learned in a 
mishna: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out nutshells, and pomegranate peels, and for carrying 
out safflower, and madder, which are herbs used as dyes, 
is equivalent to that which is used to dye a small cloth to 

cover the opening of a woman’s hair net. Apparently, the 

measure for which one is liable for carrying out raw mate- 
rials is greater than the measure for which one is liable for 
carrying out prepared dyes. The Gemara answers: But 
wasn’t it stated with regard to that mishna that Rav 
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: Because a per- 
son does not go to the trouble to soak herbs just to dye 

a sample for the shuttle of a loom? As a rule, there is no 

distinction between finished and unfinished products. The 

case of dye is different, as people do not typically prepare 

dyes in amounts that small. Therefore, even though that 
size is significant in and of itself, he is exempt for carrying 
them out. 


He asked further: And with regard to seeds of garden 
plants before one sowed them, we learned in a mishna: 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out 
seeds of garden plants is less than a dried fig-bulk. Rab- 
bi Yehuda ben Beteira says: He is liable ifhe carries out 
five seeds. While with regard to carrying out seeds after 
he sowed them, we learned in a mishna: The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out manure or fine sand 
is equivalent to that which is used to fertilize one stalk of 
cabbage with it; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 
And the Rabbis say: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying it out is equivalent to that which is used to 
fertilize a leek. Apparently, after the seed was sown, the 
measure for liability is one plant. Before it is sown, the 
measure is at least five. The Gemara answers: As a rule, 
there is no distinction between an object that was pro- 
cessed and one that was not. However, this case is different. 
Wasn't it stated with regard to that halakha that there is 
a distinction between this, where one is liable for carrying 
out one plant, and the mishna is referring to a case where 
it is already sown; and that, where one is only liable for 
carrying out at least five, and the mishna is referring to a 
case where it is not yet sown, because a person does not 
go to the trouble to carry out just one seed for sowing? 


He asked further: And with regard to clay before one 
kneads it, it was taught in a baraita: And the Rabbis agree 
with Rabbi Shimon with regard to one who carries out 
waste water to the public domain, that the measure that 
determines liability is a quarter of a log. And we discussed 
this question: For what use is waste water fit? Rabbi 
Yirmeya said: It is used to knead clay. Apparently, the 
measure that determines liability for the raw material is the 
amount kneaded with a quarter of a log of waste water to 
form clay. While with regard to clay after one kneads it, it 
was taught in a baraita: With regard to clay, the measure 
for liability is equivalent to that which is used to make an 
opening for the bellows to be placed in a crucible, which 
is a small amount. The Gemara answers: There too, it is as 
we stated: Because a person does not go to the trouble 
of kneading clay just to make an opening for the bellows 
to be placed in a crucible. 


BACKGROUND 


Madder — n33: The madder mentioned in this context is probably 
the dyer's madder, Rubia tinktorum L., from the Rubiaceae family. A 
perennial climber, its leaves grow in whorls. In earlier times, people 
ground the root of the madder to extract a strong red dye. Other 
colors ranging from orange to black were also produced from the 
plant through various methods. Madder is no longer cultivated. 


Madder 
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NOTES 


There are three hides - ya niriy mew: According 
o the Rambam, there is no connection between 


is suitable to be carried out in small quantities. 
Fundamentally, it depends on the typical use of 
he various materials. Therefore, it is conceivable 
hat, according to the Rambam, it is specifically 
a hide that has been tanned whose measure for 
iability is several times greater than the measure 
hat determines liability for a hide that has not 


ized only for significant uses (Meiri). 
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he stage of processing and the measure that de- 
ermines liability for carrying out. Not every mate- 
rial, even if itis inherently significant in and of itself, 


been tanned, since a tanned hide is typically uti- 
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In order to resolve the dilemma with regard to the measure that de- 
termines liability for carrying out an animal hide on Shabbat, the 

Gemara states: Come and hear a halakha that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ami 

said in the name of Ulla: There are three hides," i.e., three stages in 

the process of tanning hides, and at each stage it is known by a differ- 
ent name: Matza, and hifa, and diftera.' Matza, as per its plain 

meaning, with no additives. It is not salted, and not treated with 

flour, and not treated with gallnuts. And how much is the measure 

that determines liability for carrying out that hide on Shabbat? Rav 
Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda taught: It is equivalent to that which is used 

to wrap around a small weight. And how big is this small weight? 

Abaye said: A quarter of a quarter ofa litra in the system of weights 

in use in Pumbedita. 


Hifa is hide that is salted, and not treated with flour, and not treat- 
ed with gallnuts. And how much is the measure that determines li- 
ability for carrying out that hide on Shabbat? As we learned in the 
mishna: The measure that determines liability for carrying out animal 
hide is equivalent to that which is used to make an amulet. Diftera 
is hide that is salted, and treated with flour, and not treated with 
gallnuts. And how much is the measure that determines liability 
for carrying out that hide on Shabbat? The measure that determines 
liability for carrying it out is equivalent to the amount which is used 
to write a bill of divorce on it. In any case, it was taught that before 
it is tanned the measure for liability is equivalent to that which is used 
to wrap around a small weight. And Abaye said: A quarter of a 
quarter of a litra in the system of weights in use in Pumbedita. That 
is not the same as the measure that determines liability for a tanned 
hide, which is equivalent to that which is used to make an amulet. The 
Gemara answers: There, it is referring to wet hide just flayed that was 
left out to dry in the sun and is suitable only for wrapping around a 
weight (Rabbeinu Hananel). However, for carrying out hide that is 
tanned, his measure for liability is equivalent to that which is used to 
make an amulet. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: And didn’t we learn in a mish- 
na: The garment must be at least three by three handbreadths to 

become impure with ritual impurity imparted by treading? And the 

sack made from goat hair must be at least four by four handbreadths. 
And the animal hide must be five by five, and a mat must be six by 
six. Those are the minimum measures for becoming a primary source 

of ritual impurity by means of both ritual impurity imparted by tread- 
ing and ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. And it was taught in 

the Tosefta with regard to that mishna: With regard to the garment 

and the sack" and the hide; like the measure for ritual impurity, so 

too is the measure for carrying out on Shabbat. That is significantly 
larger than the measure for liability cited in the mishna for carrying 

out hide. The Gemara answers: That Tosefta is referring to kortovela,' 
which is hide that was tanned" in a manner that rendered it unfit for 
writing or wrapping. It is used for covering vessels and other similar 
uses (Rambam). 


HALAKHA 


There are three hides - j7 niriy aww: The measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying out a hide that has not been tanned at 
all is equivalent to that which is used to wrap a small shekel weight. 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out a hide that has 
been salted is equivalent to that which is used to make an amulet. 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out a hide that 
has been salted and treated with flour is equivalent to that which 
is used to write a bill of divorce (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:4). 


The garment and the sack — pw 7347 : The measure that 


Diftera — mat: This word entered Aramaic from the Greek 
51p8€pa, difthera, meaning a hide prepared for writing. However, the 
Greek word itself was adapted from the Persian dipi, meaning writing. 


LANGUAGE 


determines liability for carrying out a garment or a sack is 
the same measure used to determine ritual impurity, i.e., 
three by three handbreadths for a garment, and four by four 
handbreadths for a sack (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:12). 


Hide that was tanned - “myn Tip: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out a hide that has undergone the complete 
tanning process is five by five handbreadths, as per the explanation 
of the Rambam (see note above: There are three hides; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:14). 


Kortovela — baiti: Kortovela, or according to other sources kat- 
avla, is from the Greek kataßoàn, katabole, which means support 
or cushion. 
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We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out parchment is equivalent to that which is used to write 
the shortest portion in the phylacteries." And the Gemara raised 
a contradiction from that which was taught: The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out parchment and dokhsostos™™! 
is equivalent to that which is used to write a mezuza" on it. The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of mezuza in this context? It 
means those Torah portions of the mezuza that also appear in the 
phylacteries. The Gemara asks: And are the phylacteries called 
mezuza? The Gemara answers: Yes, as it was taught in a baraita: 
The straps of the phylacteries, when they are with the phylacteries, 
render the hands ritually impure as is the case with regard to 
contact with any sacred texts. When they are on their own, they 
do not render the hands ritually impure. Rabbi Shimon ben Ye- 
huda says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: One who touches the 
strap of the phylacteries remains ritually pure even if it is attached 
to the phylacteries, unless he touches the actual box of the phylac- 
teries. Rabbi Zakkai says in Rabbi Shimon’s name: One remains 
ritually pure until he touches the mezuza itself. Apparently the 
Torah portions in phylacteries are called mezuza. 


The Gemara asks: And from the fact that the latter clause of the 
mishna teaches: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out parchment is equivalent to that which is used to write the 
shortest portion in the phylacteries, which is the portion of She- 
ma Yisrael, by inference, in the first clause of the mishna we are 
dealing with a mezuza itself. Rather, this is what it teaches: With 
regard to parchment and dokhsostos, how much is the measure 
that determines liability for carrying them out? The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out dokhsostos is equivalent to that 
which one uses to write a mezuza on it. The measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying out parchment is equivalent to that 
which one uses to write on it the shortest passage that is in the 
phylacteries, which is Shema Yisrael. 


Rav said: Dokhsostos has the same legal status as parchment: Just 
as one may write the portions of the phylacteries on parchment," 
so too, one may write the portions of the phylacteries on 
dokhsostos. The Gemara asks, we learned in the mishna: The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out parchment is 
equivalent to that which is used to write the shortest portion in 
the phylacteries, which is the portion of Shema Yisrael. By 
inference: Parchment, yes, the portions of the phylacteries may be 
written on it. Dokhsostos, no, the portions of the phylacteries may 
not be written on it. The Gemara answers: That is no proof, as the 
mishna is referring to the optimal manner in which to fulfill the 
mitzva, i.e., writing the portions of the phylacteries on parchment. 
However, one fulfills the mitzva by writing on dokhsostos as well. 
Come and hear that which was taught in a baraita: It is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the portions of the 
phylacteries are written on parchment, and a mezuza is written on 
dokhsostos. When writing on parchment, one writes on the side 
of the hide that faced the flesh; on dokhsostos, one writes on the 
side of the hide on which there was hair. This contradicts the 
opinion of Rav, who said that phylacteries may be written on 
dokhsostos. The Gemara answers: The baraita is also referring to the 
optimal manner in which to fulfill the mitzva. 


Parchment and dokhsostos — Divpidsin} abp: In the talmu- 
dic era, the process of tanning hides for making parchment 
was very sophisticated. The desire to make optimal use of 
the hide and the goal of minimizing the thickness of books 
led to the manufacture of parchment that was especially 


BACKGROUND 
thin. For that reason, the hide would be split. The parchment, 
the upper, more durable layer of the hide on which the hair 
grows, is called kelaf because they peeled away [kalfu] its inner 
layer. The less durable inner layer that faces the flesh is called 
dokhsostos. 


NOTES 


The shortest portion in the phylacteries — mup nw 
pyonaw: The smallest passage was designated because 
it is prohibited to write individual sections of the Torah, 
ab initio. The passages in the phylacteries are exceptions 
and may be written separately. The question was posed: 
Why didn’t the Sages designate the Torah passage of the 
sota as the standard? It, too, is written separately, and it 
is shorter than the Shema passage. The answer is that the 
passage of the sota is an unfamiliar one, while Shema is 
well known. As mentioned above, common practice is 
one of the criteria for liability with regard to prohibited 
abor on Shabbat (Josafot). 


Parchment and dokhsostos — Divpip3in) abp: The Ram- 
bam explains this differently than do most commentaries. 
n his opinion, dokhsostos is the upper part of the hide 
on which the animal’s hair grows, while parchment is 
he lower side. According to the Rambam, the Gemara's 
comments on this issue define parchment as the part on 
he side of the flesh, while dokhsostos is the part on the 
side of the hair. However, the Gemara says nothing with 
regard to which side is used for writing (see Meiri). Other 
commentaries hold that writing on both parchment and 
dokhsostos is done on the side where the two layers were 
attached and were separated from each other. They cite a 
verse as an allusion to that halakha, as it is written:"It is the 
glory of God to conceal a thing” (Proverbs 25:2). The Torah 
is written on the concealed part of the hide. 

In practical legal terms, the difference between parch- 
ment and dokhsostos is based on the manner in which 
they are used. In order for the passages in the phylacteries 
will fit into their compartments, they must be as small 
and thin as possible. Therefore, they are written on thin 
parchment. Other texts, e.g., a mezuza, can be written on 
the less malleable dokhsostos (Meiri). 


Mezuza - ma: The application of the term mezuza to any 
written text is based on the fact that the ancients fulfilled 
the mitzva of mezuza with rolled parchment that was 
more or less visible to the eye. Therefore, mezuza became 
a synonym for a written passage. 


HALAKHA 


Parchment and dokhsostos — divpipsin 1 op: The mea- 
sure that determines liability for carrying out dokhsostos 
on Shabbat is equivalent to that which is used to write a 
mezuza. The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out parchment is equivalent to that which is used to write 
the passage of Shema Yisrael (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 18:15). 


Phylacteries on parchment — qpa by pyan: The passag- 
es of the phylacteries may only be written on parchment 
and not on gevil or dokhsostos. Even when written on 

parchment, the texts for phylacteries may only be written 

on the part of the hide that faced the animal's flesh. Nowa- 
days, even though parchment is not prepared exactly the 
way it was prepared in the talmudic era, it maintains the 
legal status of talmudic era parchment (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:8; Shulhan 

Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Dokhsostos — Divpipsit: From the Greek Svoxtotdc, 
dyskhistos, which means hard to split. Alternately, it might 
be related to the Greek 8ifv€, genitive, Si€vydc, dizyx, 
dizygos, which means double-yoked or double. This name 
was used for one of the parts of the hide, which has been 
split in two. 


DY TN: PEREK VIII:79B 387 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


With regard to a Torah scroll — myin 3993: A Torah scroll 
is written on gevil, on the side that faced the hair, or on 
parchment, on the side that faced the flesh. In modern 
times, most communities no longer write on gevil. Some 
authorities rule that a Torah scroll written on parchment on 
the side that faced the hair is valid only after the fact (Tur, 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
1:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 271:3). 


Phylacteries that became tattered and a Torah scroll that 
became tattered - mhaw atin 130) baw phan: The ap- 
propriate passages from phylacteries ora Torah scroll that 
became tattered may not be used in a mezuza, since that 
would constitute a diminution of the sanctity of those pas- 
sages (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 290). 


Writing a mezuza — mata Nand: The Gemara's conclusion 
is accepted as practical halakha. Parchment has the legal 
status of dokhsostos and it is permitted to write a mezuza on 
parchment or even on gevil (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
288:6). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara asks: And wasn’t it taught in a baraita that if one devi- 
ated and wrote on something else it is invalid, indicating that the 
portions of the phylacteries may not be written on anything other than 
parchment? The Gemara rejects this: This baraita is referring to a 
mezuza, which is invalid if written on parchment. The Gemara asks: 
But was it not taught in a different baraita: If one deviated in this, 
phylacteries, and that, mezuza, it is invalid? The Gemara rejects this: 
Both this and that are referring to a mezuza, and this additional in- 
validation is in a case where one deviated and wrote it on parchment, 
on the side that faced the hair; or, alternatively, where he deviated 
and wrote it on dokhsostos, on the side that faced the flesh. And, if 
you wish, say instead: Actually, this and that are referring to phylacter- 
ies and a mezuza. However, the halakha with regard to a case where 
one deviated in this and that is subject to a tannaitic dispute, as it 
was taught in a baraita: If one deviated in this and that it is invalid. 
Rabbi Aha deems it valid in the name of Rabbi Ahai bar Hanina, 
and some say in the name of Rabbi Ya'akov, son of Rabbi Hanina. 
Rav Pappa said: Rav said his statement in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the tanna from the school of Menashe. As it was taught in the 
school of Menashe: If one wrote it on paper or on a cloth it is in- 
valid. However, if one wrote it on parchment or on a hide that was 
treated with gallnuts [gevil] or on dokhsostos it is valid. 


The Gemara elaborates: If he wrote it; wrote what? If you say that it 
is referring to a mezuza, do we write a mezuza on parchment? 
Rather, isn’t it referring to phylacteries? Apparently, as Rav said, 
there are Sages who hold that the portions of the phylacteries may be 
written on dokhsostos. The Gemara rejects this: And according to 
your reasoning, do we write phylacteries on gevil? Rather, that ba- 
raita was taught with regard to a Torah scroll." The Gemara com- 
ments: Let us say that the following supports the opinion of Rav: 
Similarly, phylacteries that became tattered and a Torah scroll that 
became tattered," one may not make them into a mezuza, despite 
the fact that identical Torah portions appear in all three. This is pro- 
hibited because one does not downgrade from a level of greater 
sanctity, i.e., a Torah scroll or phylacteries, to a level of lesser sanctity, 
i.e., a mezuza. 


The Gemara infers: The reason that one may not do so is because one 
does not downgrade. However, if the halakha were that one does 
downgrade, one would make a mezuza from phylacteries. The Ge- 
mara elaborates: On what is the portion of the phylacteries written? 
Isn't it written on dokhsostos? This supports the opinion of Rav. The 
Gemara answers: No, the portion of the phylacteries is written on 
parchment. The Gemara asks: If so, how could a mezuza be made 
from it? Do we write a mezuza on parchment? The Gemara answers: 
Yes, as it was taught in a baraita: If one wrote a mezuza on parchment, 
or on paper, or on a cloth, it is invalid. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
said: Rabbi Meir would write it on parchment, as it is thereby better 
preserved. Apparently, even a mezuza may be written on parchment, 
and there is no proof from the previous baraita. In reaction to the 
previous baraita, the Gemara comments: Now that you have arrived 
at this’ opinion that a mezuza may be written on both dokhsostos and 
parchment, according to Rav, as well, do not say: Dokhsostos has the 
same legal status as parchment with regard to phylacteries; rather, 
say: Parchment has the same legal status as dokhsostos. Just as on 
dokhsostos, one may write a mezuza, so too, on parchment, one may 
write a mezuza," in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out ink is equivalent to that which is used to write two letters. 


Now that you have arrived at this - 2 PONI KAWI: This 
expression typically appears in the course of the discussion of 


difficult problems in which various explanations were raised, 


yet a clear resolution was not reached. Occasionally, during 
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the discussion, new information is introduced that resolves 
the problem from a previously unexamined angle. Once the 
Gemara became aware that there was an opinion that permits 


the writing of a mezuza on parchment, a different understand- 


ing of Rav’s statement came to light. The conclusion of the 
Gemara indicates that Rav’s original statement was simply that 
dokhsostos is like parchment. The conclusions drawn from that 
statement are not part of Rav’s statement. 
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A tanna taught in a Tosefta: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out ink is equivalent to that which is used to write two 
letters when he carries out dried ink," and two letters when the ink 
is in the quill, and two letters in the inkwell [kalmarin].'*" Rava 
raised a dilemma: What is the halakha if one carried out sufficient 
ink to write one letter in the form of dried ink, and sufficient ink to 
write one letter in the quill," and sufficient ink to write one letter 
in the inkwell? Do they join together to constitute the measure for 
liability, or is each considered separately? No resolution was found 
for this dilemma. Therefore, let it stand unresolved. 


Rava said: One who carried out a measure of ink equivalent to that 
which is used to write two letters on Shabbat, and he wrote two 
letters as he walked, even though he did not place the written mate- 
rial in the public domain, he is liable for carrying out the ink. Their 
writing is their placement." He is liable even without placing the 
ink on the ground. And Rava said: One who carried out sufficient 
ink to write one letter and he wrote it," and then proceeded to 
carry out sufficient ink to write one more letter and he wrote it, is 
exempt. What is the reason that he is exempt? At the time that he 
carried out the last drop of ink, he was lacking the first measure 
of ink. The ink that he carried out first dried slightly in the interim 
and not enough remained to write one letter. 


And Rava said with regard to a similar issue: One who carried out 

half of a dried fig" on Shabbat and placed it in a different domain, 
and proceeded to carry out another half of a dried fig and placed 

it, the first becomes as one that was snatched by a dog or burned 

and he is exempt, as he did not carry out the measure of a dried fig 

for which he would be liable. The Gemara wonders: And why is he 

exempt; isn’t an entire dried fig placed together? Why isn’t he liable 

for carrying it out? The Gemara explains: This is what Rava is say- 
ing: And if he lifted the first half-fig first before placement of the 

second, i.e., the two half-figs were never placed together, the first 

becomes as one that was snatched by a dog or burned and he is 

exempt. And Rava said: One who carried out half of a dried fig 
on Shabbat and placed it in a different domain, and proceeded to 

carry out another half of a dried fig and passed the second half-fig 
over the already placed first half-fig," is liable even though they were 

never placed together. The Gemara asks: And why is he liable? The 

second half-fig did not come to rest. The Gemara answers: It is 

referring to a case where he passed the second half-fig within three 

handbreadths of the first half-fig. The halakha is that objects less 

than three handbreadths apart are considered attached. 


HALAKHA 


Carrying out ink — i1 nyin: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out ink in a quill is equivalent to that which 
is used to write two letters. According to the Rambam, if one 
carries out the ink in an inkwell or in any other manner it must 
contain enough ink to place in a quill and use for writing two 
letters (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:9). 


One letter in the form of dried ink and one letter in the 
quill - piddipa DMN) 1a NK Nix: It is uncertain whether or 
not ink carried out in a receptacle i in a measure equivalent to 
that which is used to write one letter and ink carried out in a 
quill in a measure equivalent to that which is used to write one 
letter combine to render one who carried them liable (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:9). 


Writing and placing - anam a23: One who carried out ink 
and wrote two letters while he was walking is liable. In writing 
the letters he is considered to have placed the ink (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:9). 


One who carried out one letter and he wrote it - nix KYT 


303) NX: One who carried out ink in a measure equivalent 
to that which is used to write one letter and wrote it, and then 
carried out a second measure, is exempt. When he carried out 
the second, the amount of ink for the first letter is no longer 
there, in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:9). 


One who carried out half of a dried fig — NYIN sn wyi: 
One who carried out a half-measure is exempt. If he carried 
out two half-measures successively, he is liable. If he lifted one 
half-measure before setting down the other half-measure, he is 
exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:23). 


One who carried out half of a dried fig...and passed the 
second half-fig over the already placed first half-fig - x»xin 
why ‘JUAN niwy: One who passed a half-measure 
of a substance over a half-measure that had previously been 
set down, is liable if the second half came within three hand- 
breadths of the first. However, if he threw the second half- 
measure within three handbreadths of the first, he is exempt 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:23). 


NOTES 
Two letters when he carries out dried ink - 7a npnix nw: 
n the Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that the measure 
hat determines liability for ink in a quill must be sufficient 
o write two letters. If the ink was in an inkwell or any other 
vessel, the measure for liability is slightly larger because a 
certain amount of ink is wasted in the transfer to the quill. 


The Rambam agrees with this approach. Some commentar- 


ies say that the Gemara here explicitly disagrees with the 


Jerusalem Talmud and the measure for liability is the same 


in both the quill and the inkwell (see Meiri). 


LANGUAGE 


Inkwell [kalmarin] - map: From the Greek kañayápıov, 
kalamarion, meaning a pouch in which to place quills. 


BACKGROUND 


Inkwell — ro: A portable inkwell was attached to the 
kalmarin, which was a bag or box for holding quills. 


Talmudic-era Roman quill holder with a portable inkwell attached 
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NOTES 
Throwing and passing - Yay Prt: Some commen- 
taries explain that the halakha is more stringent with 
regard to passing because, unlike throwing, the indi- 
vidual is holding the object in his hand, which more 
closely resembles placing (Ritva). 


Domain for bills of divorce — pwa mw: A bill of di- 
vorce takes effect the moment it reaches the hands 
of the woman. However, the term hands, in this case, 
is not restricted to her actual hands. Once the bill of 
divorce is in her possession, e.g., if it was deposited 
in her courtyard, it has the legal status of being in her 
hands. The question is whether a husband who granted 
his wife permission to utilize his courtyard intended to 
allow her use of the entire area or only the area on one 
side of the dividing beam. 


Shadow equivalent to that which is used to paint 
one eye blue — MMs px bina 1D bins: The contra- 
diction here arises from the statement of Rabbi Huna. 
The mishna and Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar’s statement 
are not contradictory since it can be explained that 
the mishna is discussing painting eyes for medicinal 
purposes. However, an objection can be raised to the 
statement of Rabbi Huna, who said that the mishna 
refers to painting for adornment (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Within one lapse of awareness to one domain...to 
two domains - now nw)..amy mwy oyna: 
One who carries out two half-measures to the same 
domain within one lapse of awareness is liable. If he 
carried them out to two different domains, he is exempt 
if there is a division between the two places. In that 
case, he is considered to have performed two separate 
actions. However, that is the case only if the two private 
domains were separated by an area into which one 
may not carry by Torah law, i.e., the public domain, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabba, since Abaye and 
Rava were his disciples and the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the teacher. In addition, with regard 
to matters of Torah law the ruling is stringent (Maggid 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:24). 


Carrying out blue eye shadow — bina Mxyin: The 
measure that determines liability for eye shadow is 
equivalent to that which is used to paint one eye. In a 
locale where women show both their eyes and adorn 
them with shadow, the measure for liability is equiva- 
lent to that which is used to paint two eyes, as per the 
statement by Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. Apparently his 
opinion was accepted unanimously (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:10). 


Carrying out wax — mw nyin: The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out wax is equivalent 
to that which is used to fill a small hole that is made 
in a barrel of wine (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:10). 


LANGUAGE 


Board [shafshaf] — )w5w: Even though this word is 
found in Iranian languages, it is probably the Aramaic 
word, shabsha or shabishta, meaning branch. In this 
context, it refers to a branch upon which bird hunters 
smear adhesive material. Birds perch upon it and are 
trapped. 
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The Gemara asks: And didn’t Rava himself say: An object that passes 
within three handbreadths of the ground, according to the opinion 
of the Rabbis, must come to rest atop some defined place and if it 
does not it is not considered placed? The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult. Here, where Rava said that it must actually come to rest, it 
is referring to one who throws the object; here, where proximity 
alone is sufficient to render him liable, it is referring to one who 
passes an object in his hand, since he can place the object down at 
any point." 


The Sages taught: One who carried out half of a dried fig into the 

public domain on Shabbat and proceeded to carry out another half 
of a dried fig, within one lapse of awareness, is liable; within two 

lapses of awareness, he is exempt because in neither lapse did he 

carry out a measure that would render him liable. Rabbi Yosei says: 
If he carried out the half-figs within one lapse of awareness to one 

domain he is liable; to two domains" he is exempt. Ifhe carried the 

two half-figs to two separate sections of the public domain, he is 

exempt because there is no permitted manner to unite the two halves. 
Rabba said with regard to Rabbi Yosei’s statement: That is only in a 

case where there is an area in which there is liability to bring a sin- 
offering between them. It only applies in a case where there is a 

private domain between the two sections of the public domain and 

carrying between them is prohibited by Torah law. However, if the 

two sections of the public domain were separated by a karmelit, no, 
he would not be exempt. In that case, there is no Torah prohibition 

against carrying between the two sections of the public domain 

through the karmelit, and by Torah law they are not considered 

separate. 


Abaye said: Even if they were separated by a karmelit it is not consid- 
ered one domain, and he is exempt. However, if the two sections were 
separated by a large beam, no, they are not considered separate. And 
Rava said: Even if the two sections were separated by a large beam, 
according to Rabbi Yosei, they are considered separate and he is ex- 
empt. The Gemara comments: And Rava follows his line of reason- 
ing stated elsewhere as Rava said: The definition of domain for 
Shabbat is like the definition of domain for bills of divorce." Just as 
with regard to bills of divorce, two areas separated by a beam are not 
considered one domain, so too, with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, 
they are not considered one domain. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out blue eye shadow" is equivalent to that which is used to 

paint one eye blue." The Gemara asks: How could the mishna say 
one eye? Women do not paint only one eye blue. Rav Huna said: 
Because modest women, who cover their faces with a veil, paint only 
the one eye that shows blue. The Gemara raises an objection from 

a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: For carrying out blue eye 

shadow, if it is used for healing, the measure for liability is equivalent 

to that which is used to paint one eye blue; if it is used to adorn the 

eye, the measure that determines liability for carrying out is equiva- 
lent to that which is used for two eyes. Hillel, son of Rabbi Shmuel 

bar Nahmani, explained it: When this baraita was taught it was in 

reference to village women. Because immodest behavior is less com- 
mon there, women do not customarily cover their faces. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out wax" is equivalent to that which is used to place on the 
opening of a small hole to seal it. A tanna taught in a Tosefta: Enough 
to place on the opening of a small hole in a receptacle holding wine. 
The size of a hole that enables pouring wine is smaller than the size of 
the hole required when pouring more viscous liquids. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out glue is equivalent to that which is used to place on the 
top of a board [shafshaf ].' The Sages taught: This means an amount 
equivalent to that which is used to place on the top of a board that 
is attached to the top of a hunter’s rod. Hunters would spread glue 
to trap the birds that land on the board. 
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We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out tar and sulfur is equivalent to that which is 

used to seal a hole in a vessel and to make a small hole in that 
seal. Tar and sulfur were used to seal large cavities in jars. Holes 

were sometimes made in those seals. A tanna taught in a Tosefta: 
One is liable for carrying out a measure equivalent to that which 

can be used to make a large hole into a small hole. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out crushed earthenware" is equivalent to that 

which is used to knead and make an opening for the bellows to 

be placed in a gold refiners’ crucible. Rabbi Yehuda says: An 

amount equivalent to that which is used to make a small tripod 

for the crucible. The Gemara wonders: Is that to say that the 

measure of Rabbi Yehuda is greater? Don’t we maintain that 

the measure of the Rabbis is greater," as we learned in a mish- 
na that Rabbi Yehuda says with regard to reeds: The measure 

for liability is equivalent to that which is used to take the mea- 
sure of a shoe for a child? That is smaller than the measure 

determined by the Rabbis. The Gemara answers: Here too, say 
it does not mean sufficient material to make the entire tripod, 
but to plaster the cracks in the small tripod of a small stove, 
which requires a minimal amount of plaster. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out bran is equivalent to that which is used to 
place on the opening of a gold refiners’ crucible.® 


The Sages taught: One who carries out hair" is liable in a mea- 
sure equivalent to that which is used to knead clay with it, as 
hair would be mixed with clay to reinforce it. The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out clay is if it is sufficient to 
make an opening for the bellows to be placed in a gold refiners’ 
crucible. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out lime" is equivalent to that which is used to 
spread as a depilatory on the smallest of girls. A tanna taught 
in a Tosefta: In a measure equivalent to that which is used to 
spread on the finger of the smallest of girls, who would use 
lime to soften and pamper the skin. Rav Yehuda said that Rav 
said that initially, lime was used for a different purpose. It was 
used for daughters of Israel who reached physical maturity, 
but had not yet reached the age of maturity, and women who 
sought to remove hair for cosmetic purposes. They would 
smear daughters of the poor with lime; they would smear 
daughters of the wealthy with fine flour; they would smear 
daughters of kings with shemen hamor,\ as it was stated: “For 
so were the days of their anointing filled, six months with she- 
men hamor” (Esther 2:12). The Gemara asks: What is shemen 
hamor? Rav Huna bar Hiyya said: Setaket.' Rav Yirmeya bar 
Abba said: It is olive oil extracted from an olive that has not yet 
reached a third of its growth; the acidic oil is effective as a de- 
pilatory. It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that 
anfiknon' is olive oil from an olive that has not reached a third 
of its growth. And why is it spread on the body? Because it 
removes the hair and pampers the skin. 


LANGUAGE 


Setaket — mavp: From the Greek otaxtn, stakte, meaning Anfiknon — 73/9938: From the Greek òppáxıvov, omfakinon, 


oil of myrrh. 


meaning oil made from unripe olives. 


HALAKHA 
Carrying out crushed earthenware - MD1n nyin: The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out crushed earthenware is 
a measure equivalent to that which is used to make an opening 
for the bellows to be placed into a gold refiners’ crucible, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 18:11). 


NOTES 
The measure of the Rabbis is greater — W93 p217 KYW: Since 
Rabbi Yehuda requires smaller measures that determine liability 
for carrying out on Shabbat, it stands to reason that his general 
approach is stringent. Therefore, in any case that his position 
is unclear, it should be interpreted stringently, i.e., establishing 
liability for carrying out a smaller measure. 


BACKGROUND 
Gold refiners’ crucible - amar bw sna: 


Earthenware crucible for refining gold 


HALAKHA 
One who carries out hair — ww xxii: One who carries out 
hair on Shabbat is liable if he carries out a measure equivalent to 
that which is used to knead clay. The clay must be sufficient to 
make an opening into which the bellows are placed in a gold 
refiners’ crucible (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:11). 


Carrying out lime — vp mxyin: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out lime on Shabbat is a measure sufficient 
to smear on the finger of the smallest of girls (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:11). 


NOTES 


Smearing - app: Numerous explanations were suggested for 
this term. Some commentaries explain that smearing is per- 
formed to accelerate a girl's physical maturation and menstrua- 
tion. Daughters of Israel who have reached maturity is a phrase 
meaning that they reached the appropriate age but do not 
yet display the physical signs of maturity (Rambam; Rabbeinu 
Hananel). Other commentaries explain that smearing is used to 
smooth down hairs that protrude from a head covering. Women 
used various materials for this purpose, ranging from mud to oil 
of myrrh (geonim). 
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LANGUAGE 
Temple [andifi] - »5"t3%: The root of this word is obscure, 
and the Sages of the Talmud disputed its meaning. Some 
authorities claim it is a variant of the Greek vetwatov, ne- 
topion, or wetwrtov, metopion, whose meanings include 
forehead, place between the eyes, bandage for the fore- 
head, or specially perfumed ointment. 


Loss [anparot] — mia: From the Greek avagopa, anafo- 
ra, or &vw@edrs, anofeles, meaning useless or harmful 
waste. 
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With regard to lime, the Gemara relates: Rav Beivai had a daugh- 
ter. He smeared her with lime limb by limb and, as a result, she 

became so beautiful that when marrying her off, he received four 
hundred zuz in gifts for her beyond her dowry. There was a 

certain gentile in Rav Beivai’s neighborhood. He had a daugh- 
ter and wanted to do the same. He smeared her entire body with 

lime at one time and she died. He said: Rav Beivai killed my 
daughter. Rav Nahman said: Rav Beivai, who drinks beer, his 

daughters require that they be smeared with lime, as beer causes 

hair growth; we, who do not drink beer, our daughters do not 

require that they be smeared with lime. 


We learned in the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says: An amount equiv- 
alent to that which is used to spread on the hair that grows over 
the temple [kilkul] so that it will lie flat. Rabbi Nehemya says: An 
amount equivalent to that which is used to spread on the temple 
[andifi] to remove fine hairs. The Gemara asks: What is kilkul 
and what is andifi? Rav said: The temple and the area beneath 
the temple. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the measure of 
Rabbi Yehuda is greater? Don’t we maintain that the measure 
of the Rabbis is greater? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda’s 
measure is smaller than that of the Rabbis and greater than the 
measure of Rabbi Nehemya. The Gemara raises an objection 
from a baraita where Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda and his measure appear to be correct with re- 
gard to dissolved lime, and the statement of Rabbi Nehemya 
appears to be correct with regard to blocks of lime. And if it 
should enter your mind that these terms refer to the temple and 
the area beneath the temple, both that which is spread on this, 
kilkul, and that which is spread on that, andifi, are referring to 
dissolved lime. Rather, Rabbi Yitzhak said that the school of 
Rabbi Ami said: When Rav Nehemya said andifi he meant 
a’andifa, meaning the lime which was spread on the inside of 
earthenware vessels containing wine. 


Rav Kahana strongly objected to this: And does a person turn 

his money into a loss [anparot]?' In doing so, he ruins both the 

lime and the wine. Rather, Rav Kahana said: This lime is not 

placed inside the vessel, but it is used to make markings on the 

outside of the vessel to measure the contents of the vessel, as we 

learned in a mishna: In the Temple, there were markings on the 

hin vessel" to measure wine. These would indicate that when it is 

filled to here, that is the measure of wine required for the libation 

of the sacrifice of an ox, half a hin; when it is filled to here, the 

measure of wine required for the libation of the sacrifice of a ram, 
a third of a hin; when it is filled to here, the measure of wine re- 
quired for the libation of the sacrifice of a sheep, a quarter ofa hin. 
And if you wish, say instead: What is andifa? It is the forehead 

upon which lime is smeared, not to remove hairs, but to pamper 
and soften the skin. Thick lime can be used for this purpose. And 

proof for that is cited from a certain Galilean who happened to 

come to Babylonia, to whom they said: Stand and teach us the 

esoteric Act of the Divine Chariot [Ma‘aseh Merkava]." He said 

to them: I will teach it to you as Rabbi Nehemya taught it to his 

colleague. And a hornet emerged from the wall and stung him 

on his forehead [andifi] and he died. Apparently, andifi means 

forehead. And with regard to the incident itself, they said about 

him, in a play on words: From his own, that came to him [min 

dilei da lei]. He was punished for his arrogance in seeking to teach 

Mavaseh Merkava publicly. 


There were markings on the hin vessel - pa va ninw: The 
Torah commanded to offer wine libations with every animal 
sacrifice. The baraita cited here states that special vessels were 
not crafted for each type of sacrifice. Rather, there was one 
vessel with markings indicating the requisite measure for each 


animal. 


NOTES 


Teach us the esoteric Act of the Divine Chariot - ab vint 
may Mwy: In tractate Hagiga, the Gemara explains that the 
Act of the Divine Chariot (Ezekiel 1) may not be taught even to 
individual students and may only be transmitted in general 
terms. The Galilean who sought to teach the Act of the Divine 
Chariot in public was punished for it. 
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An egg most easily cooked- mop mwa: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud it is similarly noted that wherever the Sages refer to 
an egg, they are referring to a whole egg. The exception to 
this is with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, where the egg 
mentioned refers to a piece of an egg that is a dried fig-bulk. 


Placed in a stew pot - Daya man): Rambam explains that 
this refers to a pot that has already been heated, obviating 
the need for prolonged cooking. Some commentaries ex- 
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MI S H N A The measure that determines liability for 


carrying out earth" on Shabbat is equiv- 
alent to the seal of large sacks; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva. Earth was used to seal the openings of sacks so that any 
tampering would be evident. And the Rabbis say: The measure 
for liability is much smaller, equivalent to the seal of letters.® 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out manure 
and fine sand" is equivalent to that which is used to fertilize 
one stalk of cabbage; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And 
the Rabbis say: The measure that determines liability for car- 
rying it out is equivalent to that which is used to fertilize a leek, 
which is less than that used for cabbage. The measure that de- 
termines liability for carrying out coarse sand is equivalent to 
that which is used to place on a full spoon of plaster. The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out a reed is 
equivalent to that which is used to make a quill." And if the 
reed was thick and unfit for writing, or if it was fragmented, its 
measure for liability is equivalent to that which is used to cook 
an egg most easily cooked," one that is already beaten and 


placed in a stew pot." 
G E M A We learnedin the mishna: The measure 
that determines liability for carrying 
out coarse sand is equivalent to that which is used to place on 
a full spoon of plaster. A tanna taught in a Tosefta: An amount 
equivalent to that which is placed on the opening of a plas- 
terer’s trowel, and not on a spoon used for eating. The Gemara 
asks: Who is the tanna who holds that sand is beneficial for 
plaster and is, therefore, mixed with it? Rav Hisda said: It is 
Rabbi Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita: In mourning the 
destruction of the Temple, one may not plaster his house with 
plaster," which is white, unless he mixed straw or sand in it, 
which will make the color off-white and less attractive. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: Straw is permitted, but sand is prohibited be- 
cause when mixed with plaster it forms white cement 
[teraksid].' Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda holds that sand is typi- 
cally mixed with plaster. Rava said: Even if you say that our 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis who 
disagree with Rabbi Yehuda, we can say that its ruination is its 
improvement. Even though the Rabbis hold that mixing sand 
with plaster is not beneficial, since following the destruction of 
the Temple only partially ruined plaster may be used, adding 
sand to plaster enables its use. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out a reed is equivalent to that which is used to 
make a quill. The size of the quill was not specified. A tanna 
taught in a Tosefta: This refers to a quill that reaches to the 
joints of one’s fingers. Rav Ashi raised a dilemma: Is this refer- 
ring to the upper joint of the fingers, or the lower joint?” No 
resolution was found to this dilemma, and therefore let it stand 
unresolved. 


NOTES 


plain that the typical stew pot is made of iron, which heats 
more quickly than clay (Rav Shmuel Strashun). 


One may not plaster his house with plaster — Dt TD? x 
‘ba ima nx: Due to mourning over the destruction of Je- 
rusalem, the Sages decreed that it is prohibited for one to 
plaster his entire house with quality plaster. When plastering, 
one must leave a spot the size of a square cubit unplastered 
to commemorate the destruction of the Temple. Here, the 
Sages dispute which lime may not be used. 


HALAKHA 
Carrying out earth — 727% ngyn: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out earth is equivalent to that which is used 
to seal a letter, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 


whose opinion constitutes the majority opinion in the dispute 
with Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:11). 


Manure and fine sand - pin bim bar: The measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying out manure or fine sand is equivalent to 
that which is used to fertilize a leek, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:11). 


The measure for a reed is equivalent to that which is used 
to make a quill - Diap mivyd 93D Map: The measure that de- 
termines liability for carrying out an intact reed is the amount 
needed to make a quill that reaches the top joints of one’s fingers 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:4). 


BACKGROUND 
The seal of letters - niwy onin: 


Seal of a letter from the bar Kokheva period with its imprint 


Upper and lower joints — jiannn ry wp: 


Hand joints 


LANGUAGE 


Cement [teraksid] - TIW: From the Hebrew sid, meaning lime- 
stone, and the Greek prefix tpayv, trakhy, meaning coarse or 
rough. Jeraksid, then, is coarse or thick limestone. 
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HALAKHA 

Reed for fuel — appr mp: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out a broken or thick reed, which is unsuitable for use as a 
quill, is equivalent to that which is used to cook a dried fig-bulk of a 
chicken’s egg (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Turtledove - Koy py: Stretopelia senegalensis is apparently the small- 
est turtledove found in Eretz Yisrael and its neighboring countries. Its 
eggs are very small and are cited as examples of tiny objects. They are 
approximately 20 x 24 mm in size. 


Perek VIII 
Daf 81 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
Bone - oxy: The measure that determines liability for carrying out 
a bone on Shabbat is equivalent to that which is used to make a 
spoon, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:12). 


Carrying out glass — M3131 NX¥i: The measure that determines 
iability for carrying out glass on Shabbat is equivalent to that which 
is used to scrape a bobbin head or to cut two threads together. These 
wo measures are equal (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
18:12). 


A pebble or a stone — jax ix Ty: The measure that determines 
iability for carrying out a pebble or a stone on Shabbat is equivalent 
o that which is used to throw at an animal, which is approximately 
he size of ten zuz, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov. The halakha is always ruled in accordance with his opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:11). 


BACKGROUND 


Key - nmnia: 


Key from the bar Kokheva period, with teeth on the right 
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NOTES 


Dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis - npibnn 
DSM WHA 127; Some commentaries explain the basis for 
this ‘dispute as follows: The Rabbis hold that if an object has 
two uses, one more common than the other, the measure that 
determines liability for carrying out on Shabbat is based on 
the common use, even if it is a larger, and therefore more le- 
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We learned in the mishna: And if the reed was thick and unfit 

for writing, it is considered as fuel," and its measure for liabil- 
ity is equivalent to that which is used to cook a beaten egg. A 
tanna taught in a Tosefta: Beaten means beaten in oil and 

placed in a stew pot. Mar, son of Ravina, said to his son: 

Have you heard what an egg cooked easily is? He said to him: 

The egg of a turtledove.® He asked his father: What is the 

reason? Is it because it is small? If so, say the egg of a sparrow. 
He was silent and had no explanation. He subsequently asked 

his father: Have you heard anything about this? He said to 

him that Rav Sheshet said as follows: This refers to the egg 

of a chicken. And what is the reason that they call it an egg 
cooked easily? Because the Sages estimated that there is no 

egg easier to cook than the egg of a chicken. He asked his 

father: And what is different about this measure? All mea- 
sures of prohibited labors on Shabbat involving food are a 

dried fig-bulk, and here the measure is like an egg cooked 

easily? He said to him that Rav Nahman said as follows: He 

is liable for carrying out a dried fig-bulk from an egg cooked 

easily, not the entire egg. 


Th hat d ines liabili 
MISHNA e measure at Aae ne ity 


for carrying out a bone" is equivalent 
to that which is used to make a spoon. Rabbi Yehuda says: In 
a measure equivalent to that which is used to make from it a 
key." The measure that determines liability for carrying out 
glass" is equivalent to that which is used to scrape and smooth 
the top of a bobbin, a sharpened stick used by weavers." The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out a pebble or 
a stone" is equivalent to that which is used to throw at a bird 
to chase it away. Rabbi Elazar bar Ya’akov says: Equivalent to 
that which is used to throw at an animal, which is larger. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: Is that to say that 
the measure of Rabbi Yehuda is 
greater? Don’t we maintain that the measure of the Rabbis 
is greater? Ulla said: Rabbi Yehuda did not refer to the entire 
key, but to the teeth of a key.” With regard to the above, the 
Gemara cites that which the Sages taught in a baraita: The 
teeth of a key are ritually pure, and they cannot become im- 
pure when separate from the key, as they have no function on 
their own. However, if one affixed them to a key, they can 
become ritually impure as part ofa utensil. And teeth ofa lock, 
even though one attached them to the door and affixed them 
with nails, are ritually pure, as anything attached to the 
ground has the same legal status as the ground itself, which 
cannot become ritually impure. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out glass is equivalent to that which is used to 
scrape and smooth the top of a bobbin. A tanna taught that 
halakha in a Tosefta in a different manner: The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out glass is equivalent to that 
which is used to cut two threads at once, as a glass shard can 
be used in place of a knife. 


nient, measure. However, Rabbi Yehuda adopts a more stringent 
opinion. If there is a smaller measure that applies to another 
common use, even if it is less common than the first, that use 
determines the measure for liability for carrying out (Ramban). 


Measure of glass — m33} VW: In the Jerusalem Talmud 


an objection is raised from tractate Kelim where the measure 
that determines liability for a glass shard is equivalent to 
that which is used to hold a small amount of oil. The answer 
given there is that not all glass shards are similar; there are 
different measures of liability for thin, thick, sharp, and dull 
varieties of glass. 
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We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out a pebble or a stone is equivalent to that which is used to throw at a bird 
to chase it away. Rabbi Elazar ben Ya'akov says: Equivalent to that which is 
used to throw at an animal. Rabbi Ya’akov said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
And that is only if the stone is large enough that the animal feels it. And how 
much is the measure of that stone? It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Elazar 
ben Ya’akov says: A weight of ten zuz. 


The Gemara relates: Zunin’ entered the study hall and said to the Sages: My 
teachers, with regard to stones that may be moved on Shabbat for wiping in 
the bathroom, how much is their measure?" They said to him: Stones of 
only three sizes may be moved for that purpose: An olive-bulk, a nut-bulk, 
and an egg-bulk. He said to them: And will he take scales [turtani]' into 
the bathroom to weigh each stone? They were counted and the Sages con- 
cluded that one need not measure the stones. He simply takes a handful of 
stones. It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says the measure of bathroom 
stones is an olive-bulk, a nut-bulk, and an egg-bulk. Rabbi Shimon, son of 
Rabbi Yosei, says in the name of his father: One need not measure the 
stones. He simply takes a handful of stones. 


Our Sages taught in a baraita with regard to Shabbat: Three sharpened 
stones may be taken into the bathroom. And what is their measure? Rab- 
bi Meir says: A nut-bulk; Rabbi Yehuda says: An egg-bulk. Rafram bar 
Pappa said that Rav Hisda said: Like the dispute here, so too, there is a 
dispute between these Sages with regard to the minimum size of a citron. 
The Gemara is surprised at the comparison. Why does the Gemara cite this 
baraita as a mnemonic to recall the dispute about the size of a citron? There, 
with regard to an citron, it is a mishna that is known by all; here it is a barai- 
ta, which is more obscure and more likely to require a mnemonic and a 
comparison to a more popular source. Rather, the phrasing is reversed: Like 
the dispute with regard to an citron, so too, there is a dispute here. 


Rav Yehuda said: However, one may not move the payis for use in a bath- 
room. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of payis? Rabbi Zeira said: It 
refers to clods of Babylonian earth," which is soft and flaky. Rava said: It is 
prohibited to manipulate the anus with a stone" on Shabbat to help dis- 
charge bodily functions in the manner that one manipulates it on weekdays. 
Mar Zutra strongly objected to this: According to Rava, should one endan- 
ger himself by refraining from relieving himself? The Gemara explains: He 
meant he should do so in an unusual manner and not in the manner it is 
typically done. With regard to the size of stones, Rabbi Yannai said: Ifhe has 
a fixed place for a bathroom, he may take a handful of stones; ifhe does not 
need them on Shabbat, he can use them on another occasion. If he does not 
have a fixed place he may bring in an average size stone, which is the size of 
a small mortar used for crushing spices." Rav Sheshet said: If the stone has 
an indication on it that it has already been used in the bathroom, one is 
permitted to move it for that purpose on Shabbat, regardless of its size. 


The Gemara raises an objection: Is it permitted to wipe with a stone that was 
already used? Didn't the Sages say: Ten things bring a person to suffer from 
hemorrhoids and they are: One who eats the leaves of bulrushes, grape 
leaves, tendrils of grapevines, the palate and tongue of an animal, as well 
as any other part of the animal which is not smooth and which has protrusions, 
without salt, the spine of a fish, a salty fish that is not fully cooked, and 
one who drinks wine dregs, and one who cleans himself with lime and clay, 
the materials from which earthenware is made, and one who cleans himself 
with a stone with which another person has cleaned himself. And some 
say: One who suspends himself in the bathroom as well. Apparently, using 
a previously used stone is dangerous to one’s health. The Gemara answers: 
This is not difficult. Here, where it is prohibited, is referring to a case where 
the stone is still moist. Here, where it is permitted, is referring to a case where 
the stone is dry. And if you wish, say instead that here, where it is prohibited, 
is referring to one side, using the side that was already used; here, where it is 
permitted, is referring to both sides, using the other side of the same stone. 
And if you wish, say instead that this, where it is permitted, is referring to 
one’s own stone, which he used to clean himself; this, where it is prohibited, 
is referring to another person's stone, which poses a danger. 


olisher 


PERSONALITIES 
Zunin — past: Zunin was a prominent Sage, a 
contemporary of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Some 
commentaries believe that Zunin was the son 
of Baitus ben Zunin, one of the prominent 
personalities of his generation, and a close as- 
sociate of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. The name 
Zunin comes from the Greek word Zývwv, 
Zenon, which is usually explained as Zeus gift. 


HALAKHA 

Bathroom stones - XDD ma by DK: 

Due to human dignity, the Rabbis permit- 
ted people to carry stones to a bathroom on 
Shabbat to use for wiping. One may also carry 
them up to the roof. If an individual has a fixed 
spot that he uses as a bathroom, he may take 
a handful of stones there. If he does not have 
a fixed spot, he may take stones the size of a 
small mortar there. The Sages decided not to 
set a fixed measure for the size of the stones 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
26:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:1). 


Moving clods of Babylonian earth -bwhp 
DYRA: It is prohibited to move a clod of earth 
on Shabbat to a bathroom for wiping since 
it is not suitable for bathroom use (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:4). 


Manipulating with a stone - 1¥a wawa: 
It is prohibited to manipulate one’s anus 
with a stone on Shabbat in the manner that 
it is done on a weekday. Still, one may do so 
while holding the stone in an atypical man- 
ner (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
26:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Scales [turtani] — 397w: From the Greek 
Tputavn, trytane, meaning scales. 


NOTES 


A small mortar used for crushing spices — 
onya bw Map maina: Rashi explains, based 
on the opinion of his teachers, that two hala- 
khot are mentioned here. There is an allusion 
to this explanation in the commentary of Rab- 
beinu Hananel. The first halakha is that if there 
is no fixed place for the bathroom one should 
may take a stone the size of a nut, which is 
larger than an olive-bulk and smaller than 
an egg-bulk. This is a compromise [hekhrea] 
size. The second halakha pertains to small 
mortars used for crushing. Even though they 
are set-aside due to monetary loss, as they 
are designated for their primary use, if there 
are indications that they were previously used 
in the bathroom, they are permitted (Derush 
VeHiddush). 
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NOTES 

If rain fell on the stone - omw pw TY: Some early com- 
mentaries explain that Abaye’s question refers to a case where 
rain fell on the stones and they sank into the ground. May the 
stones be removed? Rabbi Yosef answered that if the mark of 
the stones was noticeable in the ground they may be removed 
without concern lest one violate the prohibited labors of dig- 
ging or grinding (Rabbeinu Hananel and others). 


HALAKHA 


Stones of a bathroom — x37 m3 133X: It is permitted to use 
a stone that is larger than one’s hand on Shabbat, if it is clear 
that it has already been used once for wiping. Even if rain fell 
on the stone but a residual mark remained, it is permitted, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:2). 


Perek VIII 
Daf 81 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Taking stones up with him to the roof - ad yin onibyab: 
The Sages permitted carrying bathroom stones to the roof on 
Shabbat, despite the extra effort involved, due to concern for 
human dignity (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:1). 


To defecate in a plowed field - W 7wa mina): Itis prohibited 
to relieve oneself in a plowed field on Shabbat because one 
might level the field by filling the holes. It is prohibited to use 
another's field as a bathroom even during the week, since one 
might thereby ruin the field (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:9). 


A stone upon which grasses have grown - jā byw Wy 
wawy: A stone with grass growing on it may be used for 
wiping on Shabbat, without concern that one might detach 
the grass. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that an unintended act is permitted 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:3). 


One who detaches from it on Shabbat - nawa naan whinmn: 

One who detaches grass from a stone on Shabbat is liable just 
like one who uproots a plant from the ground. Both acts are 
a violation of the labor of reaping (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 8:3). 
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is the ruling if rain fell on the 
stone" and the indications that it had been used previously in the 
bathroom were obscured? The dilemma is: Is moving it permitted 
like a stone that is designated for use in the bathroom on Shabbat, 
or, is moving it prohibited since its indications were obscured and 
it might have the legal status of set-aside? Rav Yosef said to him: 
If indication on them is apparent, even though it is partially 
obscured, it is permitted, since the stone remains clear that it is 
designated for use in the bathroom." 


Rabba bar Rav Sheila raised a dilemma before Rav 


Hisda: What is the halakha with regard to taking those stones up 

with him to the roof" if his bathroom is there? Is it permitted or 
is it prohibited due to the exertion involved? He said to him: It is 

permitted; great is human dignity’ as it overrides a prohibition 
in the Torah. The Gemara relates: Mareimar sat and stated this 

halakha. Ravina raised an objection to the statement of Marei- 
mar from a baraita where Rabbi Eliezer says: A person may take 

a wood chip from the ground before him to clean his teeth on 

Shabbat. And the Rabbis say one may take a wood chip only 
from the animal’s trough, which is already designated for the 

animal’s use, but not from wood on the ground, which is set-aside. 
Apparently, despite the fact that using the wood chip enhances 

human dignity, it is nevertheless prohibited due to the prohibition 

of set-aside. The Gemara rejects this: How can you compare? 

There, a person determines the place for his meal. Since he 

knows where he will eat he should have prepared toothpicks be- 
forehand. Here, does a person determine the place for a bath- 
room? He relieves himself wherever he finds a discreet place to 

do so. 


Rav Huna said: It is prohibited to defecate in a plowed field" 

on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for that pro- 
hibition? If you say it is due to the fact that in doing so he treads 

on the furrows and destroys them, it should be prohibited even 
on weekdays. Rather, it is due to the concern that he will clean 

himself with a clod of earth on which grasses have grown. Didn't 

Reish Lakish say that it is permitted to wipe with a stone upon 

which grasses have grown" even though the grasses will be de- 
tached as a result? And that is the halakha even though one who 

unwittingly detaches grasses from it on Shabbat" is liable to 

bring a sin-offering. Rather, the concern is lest he take a clod of 
earth from a high place, a pile of dirt, and throw it to a low place, 
into a hole in the ground. And in that case, he would be liable due 

to that which Rabba said, as Rabba said: If one had a hole and 

filled it, in the house, he is liable due to the prohibited labor of 
building; in the field, he is liable due to plowing. 


NOTES 


Great is human dignity - nia asap bin: It was already ex- A stone upon which grasses have grown - 13 byw wy 


plained elsewhere in the Talmud that the Sages generally did 
not insist on the fulfillment of their decrees at the expense of 
human dignity. The only Torah prohibition that is superseded 
to preserve human dignity is the prohibition against deviating 
from the decrees and ordinances of the Sages: “You shall not 


turn aside” (Deuteronomy 17:11). 


wawy: Some commentaries explain that when Reish Lakish 
permitted using a stone with grass on it, he did not refer to 
lifting the stone from its place, but to using the grass while still 
attached to the ground. Reish Lakish taught that even though 
grass might be uprooted, it is permitted since that is not the 
intention (see Meiri). 
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With regard to the matter itself, Reish Lakish said: It is permitted 

to wipe with a stone upon which grasses have grown. And one who 

detaches grasses from it unwittingly on Shabbat is liable to bring a 

sin-offering. Rav Pappi said: Learn from that which Reish Lakish 
said that it is permitted to carry this perforated flowerpot™ on 
Shabbat. Rav Kahana strongly objects to this: If they said that it is 

permitted to carry a stone with weeds on it for a purpose, will they 
say it is permitted to carry a flowerpot for no purpose? Abaye said: 
Since the topic of a perforated pot has come to our hands, let us say 
something with regard to it: If it had been placed on the ground 

and one lifted it and placed it on top of pegs on Shabbat, he is liable 

for the labor of detaching. The roots of the plant could have pro- 
truded through the holes to draw sustenance from the ground, and 

when one lifts it he detaches it from that sustenance. Similarly, if it 

had been placed on pegs and one placed it on the ground, he is 

liable for the labor of planting. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: It is prohibited to wipe with an earthenware 

shard" on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for that 
prohibition? If you say that it is due to the danger that he might injure 

himself with the sharp edges of the shard, it should be prohibited also 

on weekdays. Rather, it is due to the fact that it invites witchcraft. If 
so, he should also not do so on weekdays. Rather, the concern is lest 
he remove hairs with the earthenware shard. However, that is an 

unintentional act, which is permitted. Rav Natan bar Oshaya said 

to those who raised the question: A great man said something, let 

us say a reason for it, and explain Rabbi Yohanan’s statement as fol- 
lows: It is not necessary to say that it is prohibited on a weekday for 
the aforementioned reasons because he has the option of using a stone. 
However, with regard to Shabbat we would have said that since this 

shard has the status of a utensil and is not set-aside, he may well use 

it, as itis preferable to a stone, which is set-aside. Therefore, he teaches 

us that it is prohibited. 


Rava taught that Rabbi Yohanan ruled that it is prohibited due to the 

removal of hairs, and he raised a difficulty between that which 

Rabbi Yohanan said here and that which Rabbi Yohanan said else- 
where. Did Rabbi Yohanan say it is forbidden to wipe with an earth- 
enware shard on Shabbat? Apparently, he holds that an uninten- 
tional act is prohibited. Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan state a principle: The 

halakha is ruled in accordance with an unattributed mishna? And 

we learned in a mishna: A nazirite, for whom it is prohibited to cut 
his hair, may wash his hair on a weekday with sand and natron and 

separate it with his fingers; however, he may not comb it, which 

would certainly pull out some hair. Apparently, the unintentional act 
of removing hair while shampooing is permitted. Rather, it is clearly 
in accordance with the explanation of Rav Natan bar Oshaya. 


The Gemara asks: What is the witchcraft involved with wiping with 
an earthenware shard? The Gemara explains: It is as that which trans- 
pired when Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna were going on a 
boat. A certain matron [matronita] said to them: Let me sit with 
you, and they did not let her sit. She said something, an incantation 
of witchcraft, and stopped the boat. They said something, the Holy 
Name, and freed it. She said to them: What will I do to you, to 
enable me to harm you with witchcraft, 


as you do not clean yourselves with an earthenware shard, and you 
do not kill lice on your garments, and you do not pull out a vege- 
table and eat it before you untie the bundle that was tied by the 
gardener? This implies that all these actions carry with them the 
danger of witchcraft. 


NOTES 


Perforated flowerpot - xb*519: This halakha is also 
cited, with certain language differences, in the Je- 
rusalem Talmud. The commentaries disagree with 
regard to this issue. Rashi explains that these phrases 
do not mean that one is actually liable by Torah law 
or performing the prohibited labors of detaching 
and planting, but rather that one is merely prohibited 
o do so by rabbinic law. The Rambam teaches tha 
he word liable means liable by Torah law. Although 
no clear prohibited labor takes place by lifting the 
flowerpot or placing it on the ground, the labors o 
planting or sowing never bring about any immedi- 
ate result. He is liable for performing an action tha 
acilitates future growth. Here too, because one who 
places a perforated flowerpot on the ground creates 
he possibility that the plant will take root, he is liable 
or performing the prohibited labor of planting. 


HALAKHA 

Perforated flowerpot - xpa: One who lifts a 
perforated flowerpot or a clod of earth with plants 
from the ground on Shabbat is liable for the labor 
of detaching. If he took a perforated flowerpot and 
placed it on the ground, he is liable for performing 
the prohibited labor of planting. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Abaye, contrary to 
Rashi’s interpretation of his opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:4). 


To wipe with an earthenware shard - D112 nap): 
It is prohibited to wipe oneself with an earthenware 
shard even on a weekday because one might cut 
himself and endanger himself (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 312:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Matron [matronita] - semana: Matronita is the Ara- 
maic form of the Latin matrona, meaning woman, 
especially an important woman. 
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BACKGROUND 
Teeth of the rectum — KAW3137 yw: The teeth of the 
rectum is a graphic way of describing the ligaments 
and muscles that hold that part of the intestine in place. 
Under certain circumstances, the rectum can slip out of 
place, a condition known as prolapse. 


NOTES 

With matters crucial to human life — xn7137 »Ma: 
According to Rav Huna, not only are matters of health 
important, they are part and parcel of Torah law and 
must be studied just like halakha. The Rambam said: 
Maintaining a healthy body is among the ways of the 
Lord. Therefore, engaging in the study of these topics is 
important for Torah scholars (HaBoneh). 


Stone and grasses — Dawy1 WY: Some commentaries 
explain that this refers to grass attached to the ground. 
In their opinion, that is the meaning of moist grass in this 
context. It is permitted with dry grass (see Rashi). Other 
authorities explain that this dispute concerns weekdays, 
not Shabbat. Their disagreement pertains to which is 
optimal from a health perspective (Meiri). 


With something flammable - ia nob INT 1372: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud the opposite is stated: One may 
not wipe with a non-flammable object. 


HALAKHA 
A stone and an earthenware shard...a stone and 
grasses — Wawy WrY...DIM WY: One who has a stone 
and a smooth earthenware shard before him should 
wipe with the shard on Shabbat. One who has a stone 
and grass should wipe with the grass if it is moist, but he 


should not wipe with dry grass (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Shabbat 26:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:5). 


One who needs to defecate and eats — vaph yw 
Soin: A person should not eat if he needs to relieve 
himself as it is deleterious to his health (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 18:10). 
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Rav Huna said to his son Rabba: What is the reason that you 

are not to be found among those who study before Rav Hisda, 
whose halakhot are incisive? Rabba said to him: For what pur- 
pose should I go to him? When I go to him, he sits me down 

and occupies me in mundane matters not related to Torah. For 
example, he said to me: One who enters a bathroom should 

not sit down immediately and should not exert himself exces- 
sively because the rectum rests upon three teeth, the muscles 

that hold it in place, and there is concern lest the teeth of the 

rectum’ dislocate through exertion and he come to danger. Rav 
Huna said to his son Rabba: He is dealing with matters crucial 

to human life," and you say that he is dealing with mundane 

matters? Now that I know what you meant, all the more so go 

before him. 


The Gemara continues to discuss these halakhot. Rav Huna said: 
One who relieves himself and needs to wipe and has before him 

a stone and an earthenware shard, wipes with the stone and 

does not wipe with the earthenware shard, since he might injure 

himself. And Rav Hisda said: He wipes with the earthenware 

shard and does not wipe with the stone, which is set-aside. The 

Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If one had before 

him a stone and an earthenware shard, he wipes with the earth- 
enware shard and does not wipe with the stone. That is a con- 
clusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Huna. Rafram bar 

Pappa explained it before Rav Hisda in accordance with the 

opinion of Rav Huna: It is not referring to earthenware shards, 
but to the smooth rims of vessels, which pose no danger. 


There were before him a stone and grasses.™" With regard to the 

preferred method to wipe on Shabbat, what is the ruling? There 

is a dispute between Rav Hisda and Rav Hamnuna. One said: 
He wipes with the stone and does not wipe with the grasses; 

and one said: He wipes with the grasses and does not wipe 

with the stone. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: 
One who wipes with something flammable," his lower teeth, 
which hold the intestines in place, fall out. How then, may one 

clean himself with grasses? The Gemara answers: This is not dif- 
ficult: This, where it is permitted, is referring to moist grass; that, 
where it is prohibited, is referring to dry grass. 


The Gemara continues to discuss this topic. With regard to one 

who needs to defecate and does not do so, there is a dispute 

between Rav Hisda and Ravina. One said: An evil spirit domi- 
nates him; and one said: An odor of filth dominates him. It was 

taught in a baraita in accordance with the one who said that an 

odor of filth dominates him, as it was taught: One who needs 

to defecate and eats" is comparable to an oven that was heated 

on top of its ashes; and that is the onset of an odor of filth. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the issue: One who needed to 
defecate and is unable to do so, Rav Hisda said: He should 
stand and sit, stand and sit. Rav Hanan from Neharde’a said: 
He should move to the sides and attempt to relieve himself in a 
different spot. Rav Hamnuna said: He should manipulate with 
a stone in that place. And the Rabbis said: He should divert 
his thoughts to other matters. Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav 
Ashi: All the more so that when he diverts his thoughts he will 
not be able to defecate. Rav Ashi said to him: He should divert 
his thoughts from other matters, and focus exclusively on his 
effort to relieve himself. Rav Yirmeya from Difti said: I saw a 
certain Arab who stood and sat, stood and sat, until it poured 
out of him like a pot. Apparently, that advice is effective. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who wishes to enter and 
partake of a regular meal that will last for some time, should 
pace a distance of four cubits ten times, and some say, ten cu- 
bits four times, in order to expedite the movement of the bowels, 
and defecate, and enter, and sit in his place. 
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MI S HN One who carries out a shard of earthen- 
ware on Shabbat is liable if it is in a mea- 
sure equivalent to that which is used to place between one pillar 
and another" when piled on the ground to separate them; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Meir says: In a measure 
equivalent to that which is used to stoke a fire with it. Rabbi 
Yosei says: In a measure equivalent to that which is used to hold 
a quarter of a log in it." Rabbi Meir said: Although there is no 
proof for the matter, there is a biblical allusion" to my opinion, 
as it is stated: “And He shall break it as a potter’s vessel is broken, 
smashing it without sparing; and there shall not be found among 
its pieces a shard to rake fire on the hearth” (Isaiah 30:14). Rab- 
bi Yosei said to him: Is there proof from there? The verse con- 
cludes: “And to extract water from the cistern,” indicating that 
earthenware is significant if it is large enough to hold water. 
G E M ARA“* dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
Is the measure stated by Rabbi Meir 
greater, or is the measure stated by Rabbi Yosei greater? The 
Gemara responds: It is reasonable to say that the measure of 
Rabbi Yosei is greater; however, based on the verse it appears 
that the measure of Rabbi Meir is greater. As, if it enters your 
mind to say that the measure of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the 
shard of earthenware is greater, would the prophet first curse him 
by saying that a small vessel will not be found, and then curse 
him by saying that a larger vessel will not be found? Abaye said: 
The mishna is also referring to a large shard of earthenware re- 


quired to stoke the fire of a large conflagration. Even in the 
mishna, Rabbi Meir’s measure is larger. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei said to him: Is there 
proof from there? He cites proof for his opinion from the conclu- 
sion of that same verse. The Gemara comments: Rabbi Yosei 
spoke well to Rabbi Meir. And how does Rabbi Meir address 
that proof? He explains that the verse is stated employing the 
style of: There is no need. It should be understood as follows: 
There is no need to say that an item that is significant to people, 
e.g., a large shard of earthenware to stoke a fire, shall not be found, 
but even an item that is insignificant to people, i.e., a shard to 
extract water, shall not be found. Therefore, the conclusion of the 
verse does not contradict Rabbi Meir’s opinion. 


NOTES 


Equivalent to that which is used to place between one 
pillar and another — hand mse pa p> 113: Some com- 
mentaries explain the word patzim, translated here as pillars, 
refers to beams. When they are sawed and placed in a pile, 
a shard of earthenware is placed between them so that 
air circulates and dries them (geonim). Other authorities 
explain that patzim are half-bricks inserted to fill a building. 
A small shard of earthenware is placed to complete the 
empty spaces (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). Yet 
others explain that patzim are doorposts or window posts. 
The space between the posts and the doorway is filled with 
earthenware (geonim). 


Although there is no proof for the matter, there is a bibli- 
cal allusion... -13112 rat rat MKI pew Sy qx: There 
isno absolute wieurice because, with se to securing or 
carrying objects, the verse is referring neither to halakha nor 
to the significance of objects. However, the verse provides 
an allusion. Conclusions can be drawn from the language 
of the verse with regard to the issue under discussion in 
the Gemara. 


HALAKHA 

The measure for carrying out an earthenware shard — 
DIN nyin nw: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out a shard of broken earthenware on Shabbat is 
equivalent to that which is used to hold a quarter of a log of 
liquid, as the halakhais ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei in disputes with his colleagues (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:10). 
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This chapter defined the minimum measures that determine liability for carrying out 
or moving various substances on Shabbat. 


Although there are several fundamental principles with regard to the prohibited 
labor of carrying out in general and food items in particular, these principles do not 
establish the measures that determine liability for each and every substance. Each 
substance must be considered on its own terms. Various foods and liquids, and even 
certain objects, have several possible uses, and therefore different methods to assess 
their significance are employed. In each case, the most common form of use must 
be determined, and based on that determination the minimum measure for liability 
is established. 


In addition it was established that significant quantities are not determined based 
on the current status of the substance, but rather by its ultimate purpose, e.g., the 
measures that determine liability for carrying out substances such as undiluted wine 
or other raw materials are established based on the fact that the wine will be diluted 
with water and the raw material will become a finished product. Furthermore, it 
should be pointed out that these measures are subject to modification based on the 
manner in which people utilize these substances in practice. 


In this chapter, incidental to the halakhic discussions, many aggadic passages were 
cited. These, too, focus, albeit indirectly, on the central themes of the chapter: Ap- 
preciation of the value of various substances in the context of Creation and the 
importance of familiarity with the way of the world as part of the halakhic process. 


Summary of 
Perek VIII 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


COMMON ACRONYMS 


405 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 
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gi 


X 


Didn't Rabbi Yohanan — KII» KIN pM I AVON NI 
25...say it once 

155...Edema [hidrokan] — pin 

32...Shrubs — 37 

32... Thorns — ant 

Halakha and a public ruling is not issued — f pain px) abn 
58...to that effect 

134... The hem -ban 


Portion from the Prophets [haftara] — nnana mwan 
115...during the afternoon service 


il 
145...And these are the garments, etc. -^9 DNAT TĄ) 
18...And wasn't it raised as a dilemma -a YANVIN KM 
324...Bush — KIYIM 
116...And the opinions are not defined — "bra xy) 
118...And what did you see — mI ma 


ii 
307...Caution around dogs — soa mm 
282...Bell — 3t 
98...Pitch and tar — tyr nat 


n 


49...Habar—7an 

46...Rooms of the bathhouse — ypa yn 
35...One carves out to complete it — Dowd Pppin 
91. ..Woven baskets [hotalot] — nibnin 

393...Seal of letters — nYXT onin 

340...Novelty — wtr 

26...Stakes [hipufei] — 519m 

200...Honeycombs in a beehive — nm23 nbn 
364...Hilazon — ihn 

250...Parts of a harness — man hn 

377...Five dreads — nivy wan 

16...Courtyard and a different courtyard — NINN WM) In 
230...Hard branches of a palm tree -b01 hw men 


v 
24...One who immersed himself during the day — ov yap 
288...Ring and seal - onim nyav 
248...A ring around the waist - nyan nyap 
279...Totefet and sarvitin — pat) naviv 
62... Table of the levels of impurity - ngay 
20, 251...Basket —bpow 


$ 


380. ..Cataract [yarud] — TN? 

265. ..A woman after childbirth — nhi 
375...Wine of the Sharon — ivwn 
286.. Jerusalem of Gold — xaT own 


2) 


77...Like one of the students — owabaa ya N3 
36...Barrel -02 

182. . Kupah - n93 

16...Kor—i3 

391...Gold refiners’ crucible — am ays bw 3 
85...Babylonian kutah — Daan nma 

255...While looking to both sides — n13 
324...Wound [kippa] — 75D 

280...Women’s cap — ow by DE 


323...Preservation stone — ma\pM 12% 

164... The plants [adanei] — 383% 

233...Aloe — sbay 

271.. Italy of Greece -}} bw mune 

29...Since he taught — Mant PK 

Did the tanna go to all that — 971 ba jyrawrs xan boa 
21...trouble in an effort to teach us all of these cases 

19... Tree and its boughs — tin... 


377. . -over the lion 
41... Threshold with two beams -= ninip nwa nappy 
76...Farmer and his ox goad — iy 21 32% 
116...Sheep’s tail [alya] — mre 
188...Large bathhouses in cities — pap bw Nixa 
25... They are different amoraim — 3192 Sia 
127... They said the same thing — IM 137 172% 
353...Statue — KUIN 
193...Antikhi — 90I% 
308...| saw it in the city of Rome — "3i WA PIT IN 
155.. Askara — MBN 
120. . Balsam - }iaD19% 
144...Four hundred zuz — 0 Nitta yI% 
323...Fever of one day - Xai Na KAW 
324...Burning fever - KITAY KAWY 
323... Tertian fever — sayn AWK 
127...Do you say, etc. — 131 Wik TAK 


a 

50...In truth they said — Wax naya 

100. . Priestly garments — nama 33 

The cistern of an Alexandrian — mys myopia 
162...ship 

199...An egg and the legs of a bed — maT visi 793 

197...Cooking salt — nba bw 

88...The Chamber of the Hearth — 1pian ma 

224... The receptacle for the cruse of oil, etc. — 121 737 a 

31...Field that produces two sea - DnXD ma 

House that does not have inside — "a1 7 Wy iaina pew ma 
33...it walls that are ten handbreadths high, etc. 

Selection with a tray or with a -amaan pipa nya 
359...plate 

102...In a time of danger — mp7 nywa 

179...Meat cut into small pieces — q9 Wa 


A 


The back of the vessels and — DAPTiNt1 ap a3 
72...their outer side 


35... The matter itself [gufa] — ais 
81...Exposing silver vessels to sulfur — ap 1153 
206...Dried figs — nitin 


7 


221.. Substances that add heat —baq pypiny m27 

He developed breasts like — MØN TT WWD PTT 
254...the two breasts of a woman 

69...Capital cases — niwa 94 

So that creeping animals will not — ore ay) xr 
260...suckle from it 

139... The teaching of Rabbi Tanhum — pman a1 nwt 

380...Wild chicken — xa nba 
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You have rendered your statement — pry yuan 
165...subject to circumstances 


D 


69...The order of the generations — mitit 71D 
252...Horse with red wool — Wa DID 
322...Overturning a cup on one's navel — NIY% XDD *DIND 
334...Satis — DDD 

183... The pipe of the people of Tiberias — Nab wae bop 
324...Boils — xDOD 

118...Mnemonic — po 


In the latter clause of this Tosefta, — (NNN Kap 
203...we came back to 


382...Sela— yoo 

316...Sela that she ties on a wound — myst byw yoo 
245...Delete this due to that — K7 "apa NT OD 
291...Sandal -rmp 

55...Combs — D 

23...Book on top of the roof — 337 W833 399 
214...Archer's tablet - papp 


y 
204...A wagon and undercarriage — 3590 may 
180...Crab apples — ptmy 
166...Willow and tzaftzafa — maya naw 
289...Large scale— KDW 
108...Making ink — #1 mwy 


5 


385...Madder — 15 
316...Unminted coin — xpdi 
304...Key —ninnis 

25...Plaza - Kuba 

57. ..Notebook [pinkas] - pps 
207...Unripe dates - 77am yoyys 
231...Combed flax — p19 
321...Masks — 9275 

14...Itis obvious to me -1 xDDD 
128...Flax — jawa 

89...Bread in the oven — Aa NS 


z 
394. .. Turtledove — xbyby 
308. ..Frontplate — yx 
143...Caper bush -qh 

P 


146...A kav into a kor — 123 3p 

289...Hanging board -Jip 

86...Beams of the olive press — tan ma nip 

99...Castor plant — jp" 

389...Inkwell — php 

387...Parchment and dokhsostos — Dippipsin ap 

295...Amulet —wnp 

288...Gilded belt - x127 

298...Kasda — K0? 

A rounded horn — muwa pp tna pp 
214...and a straight horn 


378... The grasshopper's [kamtza] antenna — *¥1aP7 KN? 
132...Keresh — Wap 
393...Upper and lower joints — jian hy wp 


` 


148. ..A quarter of a log of blood — 07.7937 
225...Carpenter’s plane — 39717 


—inbaix yp sain xbw tp nina th> 
The entire sole in nails, so that contact with the ground 
292...will not wear it away 


66...Glass vessels — 13131 bp 

72...Vessels made from natron — 73 bp 

97. ..Raw silk — pe 

178. . Fried fish [kasa deharsena] — 83D XDD 
246...Wrapped to be pulled — wn) pon 
156... The vineyard in Yavne — mya DD 
79...Vetch [karshinin] — pws 


5 
29...Post — mb 
81...Fish hook — mb 
40...Post within the entrance - nna Jina mb 
322...To strangle — pand 
289... Taught disjunctively — amp ott) 


n 


22...What is his dilemma — mh x»vanp wa 
27...Alleyways [mevoot] — nixian 
41...Alleyway, half of it is covered — ipa pynw sian 
363...Magosh — AWD 
63...Megillat Ta'anit — mya noon 
30...Hidden scroll - wye nbs 
298...Leg armor — O41 
68...Measures — nita 
383... Tax collectors — pain 
193...Mulyar — aan 
378...Grow mightier with age — 7123 Dadi DIPY 
152...Mehoza — Kima 
215...Collapsible bed — xmas mn 
317...Rain in the west — XI waa xwa 
74...Water of a purification offering — mxwn »3 
Were they taught — sam "171 aa PA 

80...next to each other 
209...A collapsible candelabrum — nyana myin 
380...Cure and cloud the vision — bum wa 
225...Scissors made of component parts — opp by mjia 
293. ..The rationale is reasonable, etc. — ^3) xnyp Xan 
114...Non-priestly watches [ma‘amadot] - miyn 
157... The actions of the Romans — Peai wya 
68...Once the measures increased — niman bunga 


To rub and spread on — wp w mw 
379...an eye bandage [kilor] 

137...Do you bring proof from there — 7x7 ow 

68...From the Dung Gate - 79W WWA 

17...Would teach it explicitly — Tna ab pial] 


2 


243. ..Female camel with an iron nose ring — Dena mpx) 
123...Leprosy of clothing — DTA 1933 
212...Vows - D'IT) 
The river is blessed from its — JPA MYI NIM 
317. . riverbed 
133. ..Came into being [nolad] — Tyi 
125. ..Goats' hair — oy bw Tyi) 
116...Naphtha [neft] - 933 
107...Lamp -%3 
136.. .Lamp and a tube - npiawI 3 
111.. .Oil lamp that has two spouts — nia 2% ay wa 


The lamps of the Temple — wapan naa nia 
106...candelabrum 
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175... Two adjoining stoves — niaxnan nY nw 


n 
360...Lupines — opin 
Its Shabbat limit and his Shabbat - then Abw omna 
253... limit 
132... Tahash -—wnn 
129... Tela ilan — ons xon 
196... Tureen [tamhui] -nman 
43...Haircut of ben Elasa — moyhrs janison 
131...Phylacteries — pyan 
Resolve the dilemma raised by — ax Ta Da ATT vivan 
15...Rav Beivai bar Abaye 
71... The ordinances of Usha — xwx nispa 
249...Interpret...in accordance with — 3 xD... 
304...Shield and spear — nai DAA 
144...Tadmorians and Africans — O15) OTA 


181...Floor [deyota] — xyi” 

386. ..Diftera — KADI 
162...One-sixth [danka] — xT 
222...Kerchief [dastodar] —11inb4 
315...Cinnamon [dartzona] — NOT 


g 


52...Layman [hedyot] — pitt 
155...Edema [hidrokan] — piv 

288. ..Belt [hemyana] — KIAT 
147...One [hen] -7 

230...Merchant's shelves [heftek] - pna 


t 
92...Hyssop [zaza] — KINI 
298...Coat of mail [zerada] — XY 


n 


146, 256...Sandy [homton] — jienin 
257...Market [hinga] — Kaan 


v 


395...Scales [turtani] -30w 
145...Protocols [takhsisei] — DDV 
292. . Platter [tas] - pv 
393...Cement [teraksid] - TIW 
20...Basket [teraskal] —bpew 


177...Broom tree — oni 
137... The Head of the Kenesset — RAW w 


v 

153...An oath taken in vain — x% nyiaw 
149...Southern wind — xmw 
An answer that is not — KIT x” wot Nw 

13...an appropriate answer 
398... Teeth of the rectum — KAWIT Pw 
2i...Ankle bracelet — pda vw 
123... Three feminine and masculine — mun vow 
122...Gourd oil — niyyps yaw 
122...Radish oil — miaiay jaw 
248...| heard that one distinguishes — ppoinw myn 
150... They call it ark— sax pripw 
298...Coat of mail —j~w 
310...A creeping animal — yw 


Xx 


48... Towers [abrurei] — Wa 

108. ..Host [ushpiza] — KPBWIK 
63...Scalpel [izemel] -bnp 
196...Stew pot [ilpas] — Dyg 
280. ..lstema — KIVEK 
81...Bandage [ispelanit] — mhay 
52...Bit of wool [ira] - KY% 

189... Towel [aluntit] — moy 
188. ..Bathhouses [ambatyaot] — nixwang 
392... Temple [andif] — '9% 
353... Statue [andarta] — KBTIIX 
193...Antikhi — 190I% 

391.. .Anfiknon — jida 
392...Loss [anparot] — TDN 
378...Palace [apadna] — K379% 
279. ..Appuzainu — 333% 
55...Appiktoizin — pips 

243. ..Bit [afsar] — p3% 


al 


141...Garden [bustana] - sania 

42... Tannery [burseki] — ppva 

85...House of the mail carrier [bei doar] — 11793 
83...Ram [barha] - xpa 


2l 
302...Like venom of a viper [keeres bakhos] — Diy32 DIS 
222...Jug [kuza] — xna 
298...Brooch [kulyar] - wa 
378. . Barrel [kufta] - K9 
292...Tongs [kelavus] — pists 
g7...Raw silk [kalakh] — tba 
214. ..Coal pan [kanuna] — K333 


5 


198. . .Barrels [gulfei] — Eya 

97... The cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera] — Kpa 
303... Treasury [gazza] — xt 

146... Treasurer [gizbar] — 7133 

259...Gimon — ji 

52...Weaver [gardi] — TA 

232...White earth [gartekon] —}ipma 


4 


3n...Indeed [lael — nh 


387...Dokhsostos — DipDiDait 
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231...Combed flax [pakorin] — paipa 
243...lron halter [perumbiya] — Kanna 
222...Cloth [parvanka] — xN 
105...Branches [parkilei] — yong 
321...Masks [peramei] — 7375 
97...Peranda - KWB 

150. .. Advocates [peraklitin] — poba 


P 

Colias of the Spaniards — papi p»bip 

183...[kolyas haiispanin] 
50...Quill [kulmos] — piap 
304...Club [kulpa] - xap 
150...Chain [kolar] — bip 
181...Kettle [kumkemos] — Diaparip 
259...Hedgehog [kupar] -391p 
81... Nets [kokrei] — "1p 
386...Kortovela — xdaiwrip 
319...Small room [kituna] — Kate 
81...Eye salve [kilor] — rp 
309...Reins [kilkeli] — opp 
189. ..Jug [kiton] — jim 
389.. .Inkwell [kalmarin] — map 
288. ..Gilded belt [kamra] - KY? 
359... Tray [kanon] — pap 


301...Multi-spouted vessels [kenishkanin] — papwrap 


298...Kasda — SDP 
226...Official [kasdor] — Wipp 
236...Cook [kappeila] — xbvap 
48.. .Poles [kashkushel] — wipwp 


` 


77.. Bird hunter [rishba] — Kaw 


w 


33...Keen scholar [shinnana] — KDY 
97.. Shira - KP 

82...Spit [shapud] - Taw 

390. . Board [shafshaf] — wow 
58...Lamp [sheraga] — KIW 


n 
255... Tied [tutri -mA 
144...Bleary [terutot] — Dion 
304. ..Shield [teris] - DIA 
101...People of Tadmor [tarmodaei] — x Tha1A 
285.. .Half-se'a [tarkav] - apn 


50... Scribe [/avlar] — bab 

243...Libyan donkey [/uvdekim] — oprah 
45...Ludim — on 

321...Loketamin — pavpth 

307...Lamas — pay 

178...Dishes made of figs [/afda] — x) 
55...Cup [/ekna] — xu 


102...Mehadrin — paima 
204...Undercarriage [mukheni] -2303 
246...Mules [molaot] —mixdia 

193...Mulyar — sean 

97...Metaksa — xp3VN 

397...Matron [matronita] — xo 
48...Fine wool [meilat] — non 

55...Make matches [meshaddekhin] — awa 


2 


21...Midget [nanas] — Daa 
58...Naphtha [nafta] - xb53 


D 


190. .. Spontaneously recoils [soledet] -nio 
25...Colonnade [setav] — yep 
334...Woad [satis] - DvD 

391. ..Setaket — PVD 

183. ..Pipe [silon] — vp 

61.. Belt [sinar] — wo 

97...Sirikin — Pp Yo 

298...Leather hat [sanvarta] — KIND 
129...Sasgona — Loita) 

196...Basin [sefel] —bop 

214...Archer's tablet [skibas] - oap 
281...Cloak [sarbal] -b2 

150. . Soldier [seradiyot] - vit 
27...Main street [seratia] — KUD 


y 
283...Clapper [inbal -52y 


5 


314. ..Rouge [pokeset] - nppia 

381... Small tripod [pitput] — wawa 
299...Fragrant herbs [pilon] — E) 
25...Plaza [pelatia] — rods 
300...Balsam oil [palyaton] - qiomds 
203...Candlestick [pamot] — bins 
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X 
67...llfa - xp 
61.. Eliyahu -ym 

al 
89...Ben Drosai — MDINT A 

t 
395... Zunin — pant 

n 


62...Hananya ben Hizkiya - mp2 man 


y 


158...Yehuda, son 


5 


of converts — W4 ja 7797 


287...Levi — nb 

al 
359...Nahmani — 3am 

5 
87...Rabbi Elazar — awhy 77 


Rabbi Yishmael, - D1 1373 xvi» 77 


286...Rabbi Akiva and 
158...Rabbi Pinehas 


235...50n of Rabbi Yosei 


his wife — IHW NIP 937 
ben Yair — YX 13 DMS 927 
21...Ravin - p31 


w 


73...Shel Tziyyon the queen — naan ry bw 
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